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Abstract 
The past decade has seen an increase in the interest in after school programs, 
especially in urban communities throughout the United States. Community leaders, 
educational officials, and parents have identified after school programs as one solution to 
children's unsupervised hours between 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Although such school- 
based programs suggest the transformation of schools into babysitting agencies, research 
supports the usefulness of structured after school programs in improvement of student 
achievement especially for socioeconomically deprived, at-risk children. In addition, 
many after school programs have been designed to reduce violence, crime by youth, and 
drug use in the community. The focus of this dissertation was the Paterson, New Jersey 
School District's Supplemental Educational Services (SES) program, supervised by the 
author. This case study examined students' attendance in an after school program and 
their academic achievement as measured by standardized tests by individual student, by 
school attended, and by clusters of schools. The purpose of the study was to try to 
determine if program attendance and test scores were related. Results supported a 
positive relationship, and the quality of the program was assessed as high. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Introduction and Background of the Problem 
Increasingly, research has shown that participation in out-of-school-time (OST) 
programs can lead to improvements in youth's educational outcomes (e.g., 
academic achievement, school behavior, attitudes toward school, attendance and 
educational expectations); enhance social and emotional development (e.g., self- 
esteem, positive social behavior); and reduce the likelihood that they will engage 
in risk-taking behavior. However, two conditions must exist for these benefits to 
accrue: The programs must be high quality and youth must participate over a 
sustained period of time. (Kotloff & Korom-Djakovic, 2010, p. ii) 
The City of Paterson, New Jersey, created a public school district OST program in 
response to the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2002). NCLB was enacted to narrow the achievement gap 
between groups of students. Among its targets are urban school districts which are 
comprised of multiple minority groups and face serious challenges in improving student 
achievement. NCLB requires each state to impose specific standards for students which 
must be demonstrated through adequate yearly progress (AYP) as measured by student 
testing at least three times during grades 3-12. Schools failing to meet such standards 
must then provide supplemental academic actions to improve. Teacher quality and 
parental involvement are additional requirements of NCLB, and parents of children in 
schools that fail may choose to send their children to other "higher performing" schools 
(NCLB, 2002, Section 5244). 
Many elementary schools, especially those in urban districts like Paterson, have 
been cited as failing. This determination is based on the fact that their students have not 
successfully met the AYP requirement that has been established by local and state 
education officials. Failure has costly consequences. According to Parent Leadership 
Associates (PLA, 2002): 
Due to insufficient student achievement, schools and districts face the possibility 
of mandatory replacement of school staff, development of new curriculum, 
appointment of outside advisors to the school, extension of the school year, and 
the possibility of turning the management of the school over to a private 
corporation. (p. 4) 
As a result, the seriousness of the situation has created an environment in low-achieving 
urban districts where basic skills in reading and math are stressed daily in every phase of 
the curriculum. In spite of these efforts, urban schools often continue to fail to meet AYP. 
I While PLA (2002) offered several solutions, one additional source for educating students 
beyond the normal school day is through after school programs. As a case in point, 
according to the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), one 
solution to poor academic achievement is academically oriented after school programs 
(Protheroe, 2006). 
Statement of the Problem 
Immediately upon implementation of NCLB in 2002, Paterson experienced failure 
to meet AYP in 13 of its 34 (38.2%) elementary schools in 2003 (New Jersey Department 
of Education, 2003~). State and federal funds were available to support supplemental 
education services (SES), and the school district received funding for a program named 
the Paterson Educational Partnership for 21 st Century Community Learning Centers 
(PEP-21). For 2 years, the program served 16 elementary schools divided into four 
clusters. The clusters served an administrative need in that each cluster was supervised by 
a cluster coordinator who reported daily to the PEP-21 program supervisor. The 
researcher supervised the PEP-21 program. No formal program evaluation was ever 
conducted to determine whether PEP-21 helped children to learn and schools to meet 
AYP. In fact, the only evaluation conducted at all was of the mathematics curriculum by 
its provider. 
Purpose of the PEP-21 Program 
NAESP (Protheroe, 2006) suggested academically oriented after school programs 
as one solution for school districts unable to meet AYP expectations. In high minority, 
low socioeconomic status (SES), urban school districts, meeting the requirements of AYP 
and other aspects of state and NCLB mandates continues to be a major challenge. In 
addition, evaluation of after school programs does not typically occur on a regular basis. 
As a case in point, Paterson, New Jersey, the subject of the present study, failed to 
meet AYP in Year 1 of NCLB reporting (New Jersey Department of Education, 2003b) 
before the implementation of targeted academic after school programming. Further, once 
implemented, the after school programming did not appear to match its intended goals of 
assisting students to achieve levels of competence in language arts and mathematics as 
evidenced by the failure of 47 (90.4%) of the city's 52 schools to meet AYP during the 
2005-2006 school year (Glascoe, 2007). 
Context of the Problem 
The author had responsibility for after school programs in the public schools of 
Paterson, New Jersey, the third largest city in the state. Paterson is located in northern 
New Jersey about 15 miles west of New York City. It is home to a diverse population of 
149,222 persons. Most residents (69.2%) are members of minority groups; 50.1% are 
Hispanic and 32.9% are African American. Population density is 17,675.4 people per 
square mile, and housing density is 5,587.2 dwelling units per square mile (United States 
Bureau of the Census, 2002), creating an extremely crowded urban environment. 
Paterson's residents are poor with 19.2% of families and 22.2% of individuals 
living below the poverty level. Per capita income is $13,257 in Paterson, while nationally 
it is $21,587 (United States Bureau of the Census, 2002). The Gallup Organization 
reported that in the United States, income is highly correlated to level of education 
(Crabtree, 2010). This correlation is evident in Paterson where only 58.5% of residents 
have a high school diploma or better, compared with 80.4% nationally, and only 8.2% 
have a bachelor's degree or better, compared with 24.4% nationally (United States 
Bureau of the Census, 2002). 
The New Jersey Department of Education reported that the City of Paterson's 
school enrollment for the 2007-2008 school year was 24,087 children in grades pre-K 
through 12. Students were primarily Hispanic (57.1 0%) and African American (34.49%), 
making this a "minority majority district" with more than 90% students of color. Most 
students qualified for two federal poverty-based programs: (a) Title I (75.29% eligible) 
and (b) free- or reduced-price lunch (80.53% eligible; New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2008). 
Paterson is classified as an Abbott District, which was determined by a court 
decision in 1998. The 32 Abbott Districts are those determined to be the poorest in New 
Jersey. Fourteen of New Jersey's 21 counties have at least one Abbott District. In Passaic 
County, Paterson and Passaic, a large city adjacent to Paterson, are the only two Abbott 
Districts. Classification as an Abbott District releases additional parity h d s  that are 
intended to align per pupil expenditure (PPE) in the poorest districts with that of the 
wealthiest districts. The goal is to improve student achievement. 
In New Jersey, the state Department of Education operates the three school 
districts of the three largest cities in the state: (a) Newark, (b) Jersey City, and (c) 
Paterson. This practice of taking over the operation of a school district by the New Jersey 
Department of Education has occurred since 1988 and is based on the perceived inability 
of the district to operate efficiently under local control. Low student achievement and 
fiscal irresponsibility are two of the required criteria for a state department takeover 
(New Jersey Department of Education, 2006; Tewel, 1991). 
The City of Paterson has 52 schools with a variety of configurations. Schools are 
categorized either as (a) high schools, (b) academies, or (c) elementary schools. School 
configurations are shown in Table 1. Thirty-eight schools fall within the Pre-K through 
eighth grade configuration and, in Paterson, would be considered elementary schools. 
The most common elementary school configuration in Paterson is K-8; however, one 
school is limited only to Kindergarten while another has only Pre-K-1 . Academies are 
specialized, charter, or magnet schools administered by the Paterson Board of Education. 
This array of configurations in Paterson had implications for designing after 
school programs, a requirement of both the New Jersey Department of Education for 
t 
Abbott Districts and NCLB. Specifically, one requirement for supplemental 
programming in an Abbott District, such as Paterson, was the provision of 
instructionally-based after school programs. The objectives of these programs were: 
I 1. to increase instructional time 
2. to provide homework and tutorial assistance 
3. to provide computer training 
4. to provide recreation opportunities 
5. to provide a structured alternative to unsupervised after school hours 
6. to provide after school social and health services. (New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2006, p. 122) 
Table 1 
Paterson School District School Grade Con$gurations 
Category of school Grade configuration Number of schools 
High school 9-12 4 
Academy K- 8 
1-5 
5-8 
6-8 
9-12 
9-12 + adults 
Special education 
Elementary school 
The after school program that functioned in Paterson for 2 years in response to 
NCLB was never evaluated as a total entity. The only portion of PEP-21 evaluated was 
by Plato Learning (2004), the supplier of the mathematics curriculum, during the 2003- 
, 
', 2004 school year. This evaluation covered a period of 5 months and focused only on 
elementary level mathematics. The after school program also operated during the 2004- 
2005 school year and focused on student achievement more generally, especially in 
grades 3 and 4 and grades 7 and 8. The rationale for selecting these grades was that 
statewide testing for Abbot Districts, the New Jersey Department of Education, and 
NCLB is conducted during grades 4 and 8. 
Paterson's Supplemental Educational Services 
Paterson's Supplemental Educational Services (SES) programs began as a 
response to NCLB and New ~ e r s e ~  Department of Education requirements that schools 
meet AYP. The intended mission, goals, and purposes were outlined in the SES program 
manual. The SES Manual (Calabria, 2003) described the program as follows: 
This (SES program) is an extended day program that gives our children the 
opportunity to learn and develop in a safe and drug free environment. 
Mission Statement 
The Mission of the extended day program is to provide a safe, caring enriching 
environment during after school hours for the community of Paterson. This 
program will provide a place where children can extend their learning 
opportunities with positive interpersonal and social skills, as well as involve 
families in participating in activities with their children and foster positive 
connections between family, school and community. 
Goals 
7
The implementation of the extended day program is based on the attainment of 
the objectives listed below. One hundred percent implementation of the following 
objectives is essential to the success of the program: 
1. Extend the school day with a component that provides opportunities to 
implement innovative, creative and non-traditional developmental programs in 
the areas of education, recreation, cultural enrichment and personal 
development. 
2. Develop activities that foster good character for students. 
3. Develop programs that assist in improving the socialization skills of students. 
4. Provide programs that promote positive life styles for students. 
5. Share resources with community based youth programs and organizations. 
6. Provide a daily nutritional snack to all students. (p. 5) 
The goals of the state of New Jersey and the Paterson Public Schools for after school SES 
programming are compared in Table 2. 
As shown in the comparison of goals in Table 2, while the first goal of the 
district's SES program included an educational component, the overall goals of the 
program were not instructional as mandated by the state's first three goals. This is 
different from the requirements of NCLB and the New Jersey Department of Education, 
both of which expected school districts, especially Abbott Districts, to provide 
supplemental educational services-after school programs or OST-which are 
instructionally based. The problem in Paterson was that the after school program does not 
appear to have been implemented with fidelity. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this case study was to explore and analyze the issues relating to 
Paterson's failure to meet AYP and the apparent discrepancy between the school 
district's after school program's stated and mandated goals. Its mandated goals focused 
on student achievement, especially in Grade 4. The researcher analyzed attendance and 
standardized test scores of students who attended the after school program named PEP-21 
that was conducted for 2 years in Paterson to determine if the goal of improved student 
achievement was met for Paterson's fourth graders. 
Table 2 
Comparison of State and District Afer School Program Goals and Purposes 
New Jersey goals Paterson goals Paterson purposes 
1. to increase instructional 
time 
2. to provide homework and 
tutorial assistance 
3. to provide computer 
training 
4. to provide recreation 
opportunities 
5. to provide a structured 
alternative to unsupervised 
after school hours 
6. to provide after school 
social and health services 
1. to extend the school day 
with a component that 
provides opportunities to 
implement innovative, 
creative and non- 
traditional developmental 
programs in the areas of 
education, recreation, 
cultural enrichment and 
personal development 
2. to develop activities that 
foster good character for 
students 
3. to develop programs that 
assist in improving the 
socialization skills of 
students 
4. to provide programs that 
promote positive lifestyles 
for students 
5. to share resources with 
community- based youth 
programs and 
organizations 
6. to provide a daily 
nutritional snack to all 
students 
1. to fulfill the requirements 
imposed by NCLB and the 
New Jersey Department of 
Education, especially the 
Abbott Districts 
2. to provide a non- 
judgmental and non- 
punitive means for 
improving student 
achievement 
3. to offer an alternative 
environment for those 
children who may face 
going to an unsupervised 
home after school 
Significance of the Study 
Accountability has become a requirement in education over the past several 
decades. Most notably, accountability is specifically required of the No Child Left 
Behind Act (McColl, 2005) as well as the New Jersey Department of Education in 
relation to the Abbott Districts. According to the New Jersey Department of Education 
The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act has imposed specific accountability 
and reporting requirements on states. The NCLB reports present school-, district-, 
and state-level information in those areas mandated by NCLB, which are as 
follows: status regarding Adequate Yearly Progress; information on highly 
qualified teachers; attendance and dropout data; and assessment data that has 
incorporated all of the conditions mandated under NCLB for meeting federally 
approved proficiency levels. (para. 1) 
Consequently, one measure of accountability of school districts related to students is 
standardized test scores (NCLB, 2002). Poor, urban school districts have been expected 
to fulfill the accountability requirements by increasing student achievement on 
standardized testing. One method of supplementing in-school instruction to improve 
student achievement as measured by standardized tests has been through after school 
programs which include an instructional component. 
The purpose of after school programs in the Paterson Public Schools in New 
Jersey at the elementary level has been essentially three-fold: (a) to fulfill the 
requirements imposed by NCLB and the New Jersey Department of Education, especially 
the Abbott Districts; (b) to provide a non-judgmental and non-punitive means for 
improving student achievement; and (c) to offer an alternative environment for those 
children who may face going to an unsupervised home after school (Calabria, 2003). 
NCLB, for example, required schools to set up community learning centers (CLCs) to 
provide after school instruction for students who failed to pass standardized tests or for 
schools which had not met AYP goals (NCLB, 2002). Similarly, the New Jersey 
Department of Education required that Abbott Districts such as Paterson provide 
instruction-based after school programs. 
The first two purposes of the after school programs-fulfilling national and state 
mandated requirements and providing means for improving student achievement-are 
directly related to this study which sought to answer empirically the following research 
question: Does a relationship exist between a student's attendance in an after school 
program, specifically PEP-21, and his or her academic achievement as measured by 
standardized tests? Data were analyzed by individual student, school attended, and 
administrative PEP-21 school cluster. 
Assumptions 
This case study of the PEP-21 after school program was designed based on the 
following assumptions: 
Data are available to support the belief that length of time of attendance in PEP- 
21 is related to success on standardized test scores in Englishllanguage arts/ 
reading and mathematics. 
The quality of the program can be determined retrospectively from existing 
documents such as parent and teacher surveys and statistical data. 
Delimitations and Scope of the Study 
The focus of this case study was the entire population of Paterson Public Schools 
students who took the state-mandated NJ ASK testing for Grade 4 beginning in the 2003- 
2004 school year, the first year of operation of PEP-21, the after school program in 
Paterson, through the 2007-2008 school year. Children attending PEP-21 during 2003- 
2004 who were in first grade would have taken the NJ ASK during the 2006-2007 school 
year; children in first grade during the second year of the program, in 2007-2008. The 
scores of students who attended the after school program were compared with those of 
students who never attended Paterson's after school program. 
The number of days each student attended PEP-21 was counted by year. In this 
way, the after school program in the City of Paterson, New Jersey during the 2003-2004 
and 2004-2005 school years was evaluated retrospectively through comparison of scores 
of attendees and nonattendees on the NJ ASK. The examination focused on the 
relationship between student attendance in the after school program and student 
achievement as measured by scores on the NJ ASK, the statewide standardized test 
administered during grades 4 and 8. Attendance records and scores were tallied, reported, 
and examined for relationships through correlation analysis. 
This study had two possible limitations. One possible limitation of the study was 
that the students who attended PEP-21 were not comparable to those who did not attend 
because the students who attended may have had enhanced social capital, evidenced by 
involved parents who were motivated to send their children to an after school academic 
program. Second, the nature of the case study of a single entity, PEP-21, may not lend 
itself to generalization to other populations or locations. 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter 1 
In this chapter, the background of the problem and the problem were explained. In 
addition, the context of the problem was discussed along with the purpose and the 
significance of the study. The assumptions, delimitations, and scope of the study were 
also outlined. The case study methodology was identified as the research design and will 
be further delineated in Chapter 3. 
Chapter 2 
In the second chapter, the relevant literature is reported. It focuses on mandates of 
NCLB and the New Jersey Department of Education. The history of after school 
programs is also presented along with several externally evaluated model programs. 
Chapter 3 
In the third chapter, the proposed case study methodology is expanded. The 
procedures for conducting the research are explained. 
Chapter 4 
In the fourth chapter, the results of the data collection and analysis are presented. 
These data included retrospective records of student enrollment, PEP-21 attendance, and 
test results. In addition, data related to the correlates of achievement (Barton, 2003) were 
noted. 
Chapter 5 
The final chapter presents a discussion of the results of the study in relation to the 
literature. Conclusions are drawn, and recommendations are made for future research and 
practice. 
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The Literature Map (see Figure 1) was used to guide the library search for this 
literature review. The first step was to determine the content requirements for after school 
programs as mandated by both NCLB (2002) and the New Jersey Department of 
Education (2006). Next, an exploration was made through research articles of the 
connection between those requirements and student achievement as measured through 
standardized testing. Then, to establish a theoretical framework for after school programs, 
learning theories and leaming styles were explored along with the concept of social 
capital. Finally, externally evaluated model after school programs were investigated that 
appear to be responsive to the requirements of NCLB and that conform to the theoretical 
framework presented. 
Figure 1. Literature map. 
Scope of the Literature Review 
This literature review concerned the relationship between the presence of 
mandated after school programs in an urban school district and student achievement as 
measured by state- and NCLB-required testing at the fourth grade level. In addition, 
important theoretical considerations of learning theories and learning styles theories as 
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well as the concept of social capital were considered along with the context of the 
situation and theories regarding student achievement. 
The literature selected for this review consisted of peer-reviewed articles from 
academic journals in both electronic and hard copy, published research reports, books and 
guidebooks, newspaper articles, and reference materials for definitions. These sources 
also incorporated governmental and nongovernmental studies of after school programs 
primarily in urban districts along with impacts of mandates such as NCLB. 
Library Research Plan 
The library search descriptors and strings used to search relevant data bases on the 
topic of the relationship between after school programs and student achievement were: 
(a) "after school programs academic achievement effectiveness," (b) "after school 
programs academic achievement research," (c) "NCLB," (d) "NCLB theory of action," 
(e) "after school programs academic achievement effectiveness," (0 "after school 
programs NCLB accountability," (g) "NCLB principles," (h) "after school theory," (i) 
"after school achievement measurement," 0') "after school performance research," (k) 
"after school programs parental involvement," and (1) "extended day program off site." 
The majority of the literature was obtained from Pro-Quest, Pro-Quest Title, 
Questia Worldwide Library, educational indexes, and educational abstracts online and in 
libraries. The search was generally limited to peer-reviewed articles dated after 2000; 
however, some earlier materials proved useful. Theoretical, empirical, methodological, 
and analytical articles were reviewed as well as dissertation abstracts. Key journals in this 
effort were: (a) Childhood Education, (b) Educational Leadership, (c) Journal of 
Experimental Education, (d) Journal of Learning Disabilities, (e) Journal of Research in 
Childhood Education, (f) Journal of Research in Science, (g) Language Arts, (h) 
National Association of Elementary Principals (NAEP) Journal, (i) Parks and 
Recreation, (i) Phi Delta Kappan, (k )  Review of Educational Research, (1) Journal of 
Special Education, (m) Exceptional Children, and (n) School Administrator. Three 
related digital dissertations were found, and two secondary citations were used. 
History of After School Programs 
In his article "A Different Kind of Child Development Institution: The History of 
After-School Programs for Low-Income Children," Robert Halpem (2002) of the Erikson 
Institute for Graduate Study in Child Development became the primary chronicler of after 
school programs with a focus on low-income children. The reason for undertaking this 
task is that politicians, the media, experts in child development, and parents have 
expressed a great deal of concern over the last 20 years about the risks to children ages 6- 
14 during the hours after school. The risks range from boredom to criminal activity, and 
opportunities for positive use of that time may be additional academic studies, 
extracurricular activities, enrichment, creation of caring relationships with adults, or 
simply play. To remedy this situation, "After-school programs have defined themselves 
in terms of protection, care, opportunity for enrichment, and play," said Halpern, "while 
simultaneously defining themselves in terms of socialization, acculturation, training, and 
problem remediation" (p. 179). 
Halpern (2002) reported that as many as 4 million low- to moderate-income 
children in urban environments spend as many as 3-5 afternoons per week and sometimes 
all day during summer in after school programs. With this many participants, after school 
programs follow home and school as the third primary developmental environment for 
children between the ages of 6 and 14. Understanding how these programs developed 
may shed light on where such programs are at this time. 
After school programs began as boys' clubs during the late 1800s. They evolved 
as a result of a series of events. First, urban work establishments reduced their need for 
child labor. Concomitantly, child labor laws were introduced. Because of these two 
factors, more children began attending school, and at the same time, compulsory 
education laws were established. Within 50 years of the beginning of boys' clubs in about 
1880, 80% of children between the ages of 5 and 17 were attending school. Moreover, the 
amount of schooling children achieved rose from fifth to eighth grade during the same 
period (Halpern, 2002). 
As their schgol attendance increased, children's discretionary after-school time 
also increased. Although certainly some time was filled with required industrial home 
work, child care, and domestic chores, many children had a say in how they spent their 
time. In urban environments, children took to the streets in their free time to make a bit of 
money, escape home responsibilities, play, and get in trouble. Over time, the streets 
became unsafe, however, with increased traffic and building development. Places to play 
became unavailable. One answer to the problem was organized play (Halpem, 2002). 
Middle-class adults felt the need to "rescue" low-income inner-city children. This 
feeling led to organized playgrounds outdoors and "indoor programs for after-school 
play, recreation, and informal education" (Halpem, 2002, p. 182). Often, such programs 
were offered on a drop-in basis for all children who wished to come, and the purpose was 
primarily an alternative to time spent on the streets of the city. 
Other purposes appeared beginning in the 1880s as well. For example, settlement 
houses in New York City, along with churches and other religious and ethnic 
organizations, offered instruction and held their own programs. Schools, however, were 
reluctant "to take on a social welfare role and to lose control over their space" (Halpern, 
2002, p. 182) by providing after school programs. In the end, after school programs 
tended to be sponsored and funded by private entities such as settlements and boys' 
clubs. Moreover, this period still propagated segregation, and African American children 
were generally left out of urban after school programs. Girls were also underserved. 
Socially-oriented clubs and what would now be called enrichment classes 
constituted after school programs during the early part of the 20th century. Clubs and 
classes were generally delineated along gender stereotypical lines with crafts, domestic 
skills, and etiquette for girls and woodwork, radio, and barbering for boys. Field trips, 
scouting, and exploring were other options as were meals and/or snacks. A few even 
provided health examinations, dental checkups, and Saturday baths. Although study 
rooms were occasionally made available for children to do homework as early as 1907, 
academics and tutoring were not emphasized in after school programs. Programs were 
most often run by volunteers who specialized in the focus areas of the clubs and classes, 
and little paid staff were there (Halpern, 2002). 
It is important to note that public schools of the late 19th and early to mid-20th 
centuries were not necessarily lively places, especially those in urban settings. Large 
groups of children were seated in lined-up immobile desks, required to sit still and be 
quiet, and expected to learn many subjects by rote. According to Halpern (2002), "After- 
school programs, by comparison, were said to be settings where children came to feel 
valued and successful and were recognized for who they were . . . [and] focused on the 
whole child" (p. 188). Such programs also valued play, and the composition and basic 
purposes of after-school programs--clubs and classes-remained unchanged for more 
than 50 years. 
Following the Great Depression, the New Deal introduced federal funding into 
after school programs from the Works Progress Administration (WPA), the Federal Arts 
Project, and the National Youth Administration (NYA). During World War 11, after 
school programs took on social responsibility related to the stresses of the war and, later, 
post-war conditions. This led to the definition of three primary roles for after school 
programs: "providing care and supervision to children of working mothers, helping 
children cope with psychological stresses of the war, and providing a vehicle for children 
to contribute to the war effort" (Halpem, 2002, p. 195). The concept of "latchkey 
children" became a target of criticism despite the fact that their mothers were assisting 
with the war effort. As a result, childcare became a primary responsibility of after school 
programs. With the return to pre-war normalcy in the late 1940s and early 1950s, defined 
as two-parent families with mother at home, the childcare function of after school 
programs diminished, but at the same time, "a 'new' kind of child appeared in low- 
income communities: alienated, hard to reach, resistant, personally disorganized, and 
unaffiliated. This child had learned to reject opportunities before opportunities rejected 
him or her" (Halpem, 2002, p. 199). 
As the children changed, so did their neighborhoods. Traditional social 
organizations were breaking down, and gang violence based on turf wars was shifting to 
violence related to substance use and abuse. The War on Poverty's funds of the late 
, 
1960s did not address this situation; instead, they focused on early childhood and in- 
school programs. Title I became a major federal provider for supplemental after school 
services (Halpern, 2002). 
As women returned to work in greater numbers during the 1970s and 1980s, the 
after school programs of the past were renewed and revitalized. Public fears and outcries 
regarding latchkey children were also renewed. In the early 1990s, childcare centers 
benefited from the federal Child Care and Development Program which served preschool 
and school-aged children through block grants. By the turn of the century, after school 
programs were doing what they had always done-namely, trying to keep children out of 
trouble, maintain their safety, and occupy them during their after school hours. The 
transition to the present state of after school programs relates to the fact that "urban 
classrooms are being turned into test preparation centers, undermining the richness and 
pleasures of the teaching-learning experience and forcing teachers into adversarial roles 
with their students" (Halpern, 2002, p. 202). After school programs are also being asked 
to "do everything from boost children's standardized test scores to reduce juvenile 
delinquency, teen pregnancy, and drug use" (Halpern, 2002, p. 203). This is the 
background leading to the discussion of the context of after school programs. 
Context of After School Programs 
The historical, social, and educational context of after school programs places 
them in the scheme of public education in New Jersey as a trend in urban education. The 
stress placed by NCLB and the Abbott court case (New Jersey Department of Education, 
2006) on student achievement has forced districts such as Paterson to seek means for 
providing instruction to students beyond the normal school day (Flaxman, Schwartz, 
Weiler, & Lahey, 1998). In addition, in high poverty areas like Paterson, working parents 
benefit from the child care offered at schools. Children are able to remain in a safe, 
supervised environment relatively close to home (Flaxman et al., 1998). 
Federal fimding through Title I supplies additional dollars for poor school 
districts. According to Henderson and Mapp (2002), more than half (58%) of public 
schools in the United States receive Title I funding. Eligibility is based on the proportion 
of students who qualify for free- or reduced-price lunch. Title I funding is restricted to 
certain uses with the goal of improving student achievement: (a) support of teaching, (b) 
professional development, (c) additional staff for class size reduction, (d) specialists in 
reading and math, (e) paraprofessionals for assisting students, and (f) whole school 
reform programs (Henderson & Mapp, 2002). After school programming is an acceptable 
use of Title I funds. 
Although student achievement has always been a critical issue in public schools, 
NCLB's requirements for AYP and statewide standardized testing have created a high- 
stakes environment in schools. Competition through charter schools and voucher 
proposals has also placed the public schools in a competitive position. From the concerns 
about science and mathematics education spurred by Sputnik in the 1950s to the 
publication of A Nation at Risk in the 1980s, American students and the public education 
system have come under fire for their mediocrity (Hall, Yohalem, Tolman, & Wilson, 
2003). One reaction has been standardized testing implemented by each state in response 
to a series of legislation, culminating in NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 
While NCLB did not replace Title I, it simultaneously increased funding to schools and 
mandates for them regarding, in particular, student achievement and teacher quality. 
Schools that do not perform well are required to implement after school programming 
that includes academic instruction. 
One problem with student achievement is the gap or disparity "notably between 
African American and Latino students and their white and Asian peers, between low- 
income students and children from middle-income homes, between rural and urban 
students and those educated in the suburbs and small cities" (Ray-Taylor, 2005, para. 2). 
This problem is not a new one. Kozol(1992), for instance, extensively studied the issue 
in his book, Savage Inequalities: Children in America's Schools, in which he compared 
the disparities in student achievement and per pupil expenditure (PPE) in districts located 
adjacent to one another. These gaps related specifically to SES of the residents of the two 
cities involved in each case. The bottom line was funding. Although many of its 
mandates are unfunded, NCLB has attempted to close the achievement gap through 
requirements of student achievement and teacher quality at the school level and 
accountability at the state level. 
After School Program Requirements 
Because after school programs have become mandates of NCLB and the State of 
New Jersey, it is critical to examine the requirements imposed by each governing body. 
The requirements include, but are not limited to, academics in the form of direct 
instruction or tutorials. The precise format for such instruction is left to the organization 
that provides the after school program. 
No Child Left Behind 
The mission statement of NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) is to 
"close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is 
left behind" (p. 1425). A lofty goal, NCLB requires schools to meet certain state- 
developed standards on an annual basis, and it sanctions schools that fail to meet them. In 
addition, grant-based hnds have been set aside for community learning centers (CLCs) to 
assist students in meeting required achievement levels. Sessions may be direct academic 
instruction or enrichment activities during times when school is not in regular session, 
such as after school. Moreover, CLC programming should "reinforce and complement 
the regular academic programs of the schools attended by the students served" (US. 
Department of Education, 2002, p. 1766). The CLC may also offer "literacy and related 
educational development" (US. Department of Education, 2002, p. 1766) to families of 
such students. According to NCLB, CLC activities may include: 
(1) remedial education activities and academic enrichment learning programs, 
including providing additional assistance to students to allow the students 
to improve their academic achievement; 
(2) mathematics and science education activities; 
(3) arts and music education activities; 
(4) entrepreneurial education programs; 
( 5 )  tutoring services (including those provided by senior citizen volunteers) 
and mentoring programs; 
(6) programs that provide after school activities for limited English proficient 
students that emphasize language skills and academic achievement; 
(7) recreational activities; 
(8) telecommunications and technology education programs; 
(9) expanded library service hours; 
(10) programs that promote parental involvement and family literacy; 
(1 1) programs that provide assistance to students who have been truant, 
suspended, or expelled to allow the students to improve their academic 
achievement; and 
(12) drug and violence prevention programs, counseling programs, and 
character education programs. (p. 1772) 
Another NCLB goal involves general school improvement through reform. One 
example offered in the law is the extension of "the amount and quality of learning time" 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 1473), which may be accomplished by offering 
after school programs. Additionally, schools are accountable and responsible for ongoing 
review of children's progress and, if necessary, providing additional instruction for them 
through, for example, after school programs. Finally, for those schools failing to meet 
AYP, one option is to provide supplemental educational services (SES) to children 
through, for example, after school programs (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 
1485). 
NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) mandated that all students become 
proficient in reading, math, writing, and science by 2014. States and local school districts 
must reexamine their educational journey for each and every student, ensure that highly 
qualified teachers teach with quality materials, and assure constituents that accountability 
measures are in place. States and local school districts have had the opportunity under the 
Title I provision of the law to use the after school hours to bring quality programs to 
failing students and schools. Quality after school programs can help achieve NCLB goals 
for all children. 
Accountability is key to NCLB's reform efforts. In relation to accountability, 
LeFloch, Taylor, and Thomsen (2005) proposed the action theory shown in Figure 2. 
They examined several impoverished urban school districts and compared their 
accountability requirements with their reform efforts and found not much difference. The 
goal, of course, is improved student achievement. 
Figure 2. Theory of action of NCLB accountability. ' 
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To improve student achievement, NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) 
proposed the use of supplemental educational services (SES). School districts are 
expected to pay for SES for those students needing them. SES may be provided by third 
parties which may be either for-profit or not-for-profit organizations. In an analysis of 
SES, Burch (2007) found that not many eligible students participate, English language 
learners and special education students are underserved, and states and school districts 
are unable to monitor the quality of SES vendors. Moreover, Burch contended, little of 
the accountability NCLB required of school districts is aimed at SES vendors. Further, 
Burch reported that only two studies-ne in Minneapolis in 2004-2005, the other in 
Chicago in 2006--examined the relationship between receipt of SES and student 
achievement and further indicated that the research was methodologically flawed and 
inconclusive in its findings. As a result, little evidence is available linking the provision 
of SES specifically with student achievement. 
New Jersey Department of Education 
Paterson is classified as an Abbott District, one of the 32 poorest school districts 
in New Jersey out of a total of more than 600 school districts. Classification as an Abbott 
District releases additional parity funds that are intended to align expenditure per student 
in the poorest districts with that of the wealthiest districts. The goal is to improve student 
achievement, and the New Jersey Department of Education imposed requirements for 
how such funding may be used. Specifically, one requirement for supplemental funding 
in an Abbott District, such as Paterson, is the provision of instructionally-based after 
school programs. The objectives of these programs are: 
1. to increase instructional time 
2. to provide homework and tutorial assistance 
3. to provide computer training 
4. to provide recreation opportunities 
5. to provide a structured alternative to unsupervised after school hours 
6. to provide after school social and health services. (New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2006, p. 122) 
No standards, target data, or accountability is required by the state beyond the number of 
hours of instructional time and the fact of provision of services. Moreover, because the 
state administers and manages the school district, this is the only type of reporting that 
occurs. Further, this type of program is audited only by money spent, by number of 
instructional service hours, and by the provision of services. Evaluation, then, consists 
only of completion of forms, not measuring of student outcomes in terms of testing or 
grades. This appears to be a limitation of state-mandated SES educational programs in 
New Jersey that are then run by state-appointed administrators. 
Student Achievement as Measured by Standardized Testing 
In a high-stakes testing environment as imposed since A Nation at Risk (The 
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983), the focus on student achievement has 
been on the results of standardized testing. Under consideration here are two entities 
responsible for tracking testing. The first at the federal level is the National Assessment 
of Education Progress (NAEP); at the state level, that responsibility is maintained by the 
New Jersey Department of Education with input from more than 600 public school 
districts. 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): 
. . . also known as "the Nation's Report Card," is the only nationally 
representative and continuing assessment of what America's students know and 
can do in various subject areas. Since 1969, assessments have been conducted 
periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, U.S. history, civics, 
geography, and the arts. (National Center for Education Statistics, 2006a, para. 1) 
NAEP is used by governments at every level to interpret the overall quality of education 
in the United States. The key finding every year is that student achievement levels differ 
across states (Grissmer, Flanagan, Kawata, & Williamson, 2000). Grissmer et al. (2000) 
contended that such differences are generally due to family characteristics; however, 
other findings include differences in resources (i.e., spending on students), student- 
teacher ratios, participation in public pre-Kindergarten, and teacher resources. 
On the state level in New Jersey, NAEP scores are interpreted and reported 
through the Commissioner of Education by the Office of the Governor (State of New 
Jersey, 2003). For example, the 2002 NAEP indicated that New Jersey students scored 
higher than fourth and eighth grade students throughout the nation in reading and math. 
These scores demonstrated long-term improvement for New Jersey's students. In 
addition, the gap in scores has narrowed between White and Hispanic students and White 
and African American students. New Jersey's former Commissioner of Education, Dr. 
William L. Librera, stated, "We have said time and time again that New Jersey's students 
and teachers are among the best in the nation. . . . Today's report further emphasizes that 
this is true" (State of New Jersey, 2003, para. 4). 
The relationship between state-level NAEP scores and the requirements of NCLB 
are inconsistent. For example, many of New Jersey's schools are rated as needing 
improvement according to the reporting requirements of NCLB. According to former 
Commissioner Librera, "There is a fundamental flaw in the implementation of NCLB 
since New Jersey has a high number of schools on the needs improvement list as required 
by the federal education act, yet the federal NAEP results indicate the state is 
succeeding" (State of New Jersey, 2003, para. 9). The primary reason is that the disparity 
in New Jersey between the wealthiest school districts and the poorest ones is vast. As a 
case in point, when Kozol(1992) analyzed kindred cities, he selected Camden and 
Cherry Hill, New Jersey. Like Paterson, Camden is an Abbott District, while Cherry Hill 
is among the wealthiest school districts in the state. The existence of some very wealthy 
school districts in New Jersey accounts for some of the major improvements in NAEP 
across the state (State of New Jersey, 2003). 
The relationship between NAEP and NCLB remains unclear in spite of 
improvements on all four tests-reading and math at both the fourth and eighth grade 
levels-and decreases in achievement gaps between Black and White students in 2007 
(New Jersey Department of Education, 2007). In addition, New Jersey continues to rank 
in the top 10% of states on the biennial NAEP testing (New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2007). Former Governor Jon S. Corzine attributed a jump in NAEP test scores 
to "our commitment to improving educational attainment in our elementary schools" 
(New Jersey Department of Education, 2007, para. 4) as well as "sound preschool and 
early childhood education programs" (New Jersey Department of Education, 2007, para. 
4). At the same time, former Commissioner of Education Lucille E. Davy congratulated 
teachers and students on their early childhood literacy efforts. The decrease in the 
achievement gap based on socioeconomic, gender, or ethnicIracia1 differences at the state 
level was not discussed. The goal of NCLB is to reduce that gap. 
New Jersey Standardized Assessment 
As early as 1976, New Jersey school districts were required to assess students 
using standardized testing. At that time, minimum achievement was required in math and 
reading, and a law was passed that permitted testing as a condition of high school 
graduation (New Jersey Department of Education, 2006e). Looking at the pitfalls of 
standardized testing is beyond the scope of this literature review. What is reported here is 
the requirement for standardized testing in the state of New Jersey. 
New Jersey has required standardized testing on a statewide basis for more than 
30 years. The names of the tests and the required subjects have changed over the last 3 
decades; however, in response to NCLB, new testing is in place, and more is anticipated 
over the next 2 years. Currently, the statewide testing program in New Jersey includes 
three major components: (a) Elementary School, (b) Middle School, and (c) High School. 
In the Elementary School component, Grade 3 to Grade 8 students are tested with the 
New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK). The Grade Eight 
Proficiency Assessment (GEPA) was administered in Grade 8, and its name was changed 
to NJ ASK for the 2007-2008 school year. The High School Proficiency Assessment 
(HSPA) is administered in Grade 11; passing it is a requirement for graduation. The 
statewide assessment program also includes two tests for specialized populations: (a) 
Alternate Proficiency Assessment (APA) for students with severe disabilities and (b) 
Special Review Assessment (SRA) for students who have not demonstrated proficiency 
in one or more content areas of the HSPA (New Jersey Department of Education, 2006). 
Factors Impacting Student Achievement 
NAEP results have suggested that the achievement gap is narrowing in New 
Jersey as a result of efforts by school districts in response to the requirements of NCLB 
(New Jersey Department of Education, 2007). In spite of the NCLB mission and the 
promising results of the 2007 NAEP, however, gaps in student achievement based on 
raciallethnic and socioeconomic differences continue even in the face of legislation 
prohibiting discrimination and segregation (Janerette & Fifield, 2005). Laws and 
mandates do not prevent discrimination and segregation, and they do not appear to have 
substantial impact on academic improvement among minority children in urban schools 
(Janerette & Fifield, 2005). 
The achievement gap between the White majority and the African American and 
Hispanic minorities continues in public schools (Bryan, 2005; Janerette & Fifield, 2005; 
Johnson, 2008; Murphy, 2009). Educators, policy makers, and the popular press 
sometimes blame the minority students for their own failures, cultural deficits, family 
problems, and inadequate community responses. In addition, parents are viewed as 
adversaries rather than as the support they should be to their children's education (Bryan, 
2005; Johnson, 2008). In a qualitative study of parent-teacher communication in an urban 
alternative high school, Johnson found that as a result of their often adversarial 
interactions, school district staff believe that cultural differences and family structure are 
sometimes responsible for the achievement gap, while parents blame the insensitivity and 
discrimination of people at school. It is with these achievement gap factors in mind that 
this section of the literature review concentrates on what factors appear to work to close 
that gap in student achievement, especially for the poor, urban, minority students, such as 
those in Paterson, New Jersey. 
Closing the Achievement Gap 
Murphy (2009) has argued that not only does the achievement gap between 
groups of students exist, but the means by which it is measured and addressed can be 
problematic. For example, he pointed out that in reporting, groups may be indicated as 
"Black" or "White" or "Hispanic"; however, subgroups within those groups are ignored. 
These more general groupings tend to mask the socioeconomic differences among the 
subgroups that affect the width of the achievement gap. Moreover, Murphy contended, 
strategies that work for one subgroup may not be as effective for another. In addition, it is 
more important to look at "one student at a time" (p. 10). 
According to Murphy (2009), it is also critical to define success in a way that 
provides equity to all students. Currently, success is defined in terms of standardized test 
scores. More important is the relative change or "value added" (p. 10) that demonstrates 
what the school has done to contribute to student achievement. In some cases, in fact, the 
achievement gap may decrease, but the result is still unacceptable, as when fourth graders 
advance two grade levels in reading, but they are still two grade levels below fourth- 
grade level. In addition, if both White and Black students advance at the same pace and 
both groups are at least on grade level, then success has been achieved, according to 
Murphy. Murphy also argued that counting only standardized reading and mathematics 
testing as measures of student achievement, gap decrease, and evidence of equity negates 
the value of equally important skills learned in school such as "noncognitive, social 
skills" (p. 11). 
Murphy (2009) cautioned educators about understanding, measuring, and fixing 
the achievement gap: 
1) raising student achievement generally and reducing the achievement gap are 
not the same thing; 2) if equity is the goal, focusing on reform strategies that 
power higher achievement for all students will not ameliorate the gap; and 3) 
"most school policies have a small effect on test scores, impact6ing all racial 
groups in a similar manner, without redistributing benefits across groups" (Bali 
and Alvarez 2003: 485). (pp. 1 1-12) 
Murphy proposed a set of principles to consider in developing strategies to close the 
achievement gap. Nine of these principles are related to the present study: 
Race is important, but socioeconomic status is the critical issue. 
There is no silver bullet that will solve the achievement gap; a combination of 
strategies is required to gain traction on the issue. 
Equity can be achieved only if the design features strategies that 
disproportionately advantage students on the wrong side of the achievement 
gap- 
An integrated, cohesive design that thoughtfully brings together multiple 
strategies is desirable; isolated actions and ad hoc work have more limited 
value. 
The cohesive design need to include both out-of-school factors (for example, 
academically oriented summer programs in elementary school) and in-school 
variables (for example, more rigorous curriculum). 
Local context matters a good deal; interventions perform differently according 
to the setting. 
Length of time in treatment is important; for many gap interventions, benefits 
escalate the longer the intervention unfolds. 
There are no short-term solutions. 
Supports should not be withdrawn even when gaps are reduced; continued work 
is required to hold gains. (Murphy, 2009, p. 12) 
PEP-21, located in the low-SES context of Paterson, New Jersey, was short-term because 
of federal funding that lasted only 2 years. The design of the program included out-of- 
school and in-school considerations such as playtime and a different curriculum. The 
"length of time in treatment" for each student was therefore a maximum of 2 years. 
Correlates of Achievement 
One goal of after school programs is to improve student achievement. In order to 
accomplish this goal, it is necessary to understand what the correlates of achievement are. 
It is also important to acknowledge that not all correlates can necessarily be addressed by 
schools, in general, and by after school programs, in particular (Janerette & Fifield, 2005; 
PLA, 2002). 
In a meta-analysis of research on achievement conducted for the Educational 
Testing Service (ETS), Barton (2003) found 14 correlates of achievement. These 
correlates were then placed in six general categories of factors that seem to be related to 
how well children perform in school (see Table 3). If these correlates are missing from 
the child's background or environment, Barton contended, the child is unlikely to 
perform well in school. All of the correlates are clearly less available among low SES 
children and in their school districts (Barton, 2003). 
Some of the correlates of achievement, especially those in the Teaching and 
Learning, Learning Environment, and Home-School Connection categories (Table 3), 
can, to some extent, be controlled by the school. For example, teacher preparation is an 
important factor in NCLB (2002). In schools like those in Paterson, however, "the rate of 
out-of-field teaching in high-poverty schools is double that in low-poverty schools, and 
the rate for high minority schools is substantially above that for low-minority schools" 
(Jerald, 2002, as cited in Barton, 2003, p. 10). According to the New Jersey Department 
of Education (2009)' the proportion of Paterson's teachers-approximately 2,000 of 
themdesignated "high quality teachers of core academic subjects" per NCLB standards 
increased from 91.8% in 2005 to 95.5% in 2008. 
Table 3 
Categories of Correlates of Achievement Derived From Barton (2003) 
- -  - - 
Category Correlates of achievement 
A. Teaching and Leaming 1. Rigor of the curriculum 
2. Teacher preparation 
3. Teacher experience and attendance 
4. Class size 
5. Availability of appropriate technology-assisted instruction 
B. The Learning Environment 6. School safety 
C. The Development Environment 7. Weight at birth 
8. Lead in the environment 
9. Hunger and nutrition 
D. The Home Learning Connection 10. Reading to young children 
11. Amount of television watching 
12. Parent availability 
E. The Community 13. Student mobility 
F. The Home-School Connection 14. Parent participation 
Children learning to read with a teacher with 5 years of experience gain at least 3 
or 4 months of progress more than those taught by a first-year teacher (Hammond, 2000; 
Mayer et al., 2000; Murnane & Philips, 1981; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005). In 
addition, in schools with high minority and limited English proficiency (LEP) students, 
class sizes are larger, and less assistive technology is available (Barton, 2003). 
Other correlates of achievement, especially in the categories shown in Table 3 of 
Development Environment, Home Learning Connection, and Community, cannot be 
controlled by the school for the most part. Low birth weight, for instance, usually results 
from poverty and lack of medical care (Barton, 2003). Lead, an ingredient in paint found 
in older homes, can cause poisoning that impacts a child's mental development. This is 
especially relevant to the City of Paterson which dates back to 1794, and many homes 
lack current renovation. In addition, according to the Superintendent of Schools, seven of 
the city's schools are more than 100 years old, and 24 are more than 75 years old 
(Glascoe, 2007). While all schools have been cleared of lead and asbestos in recent 
decades, lead paint remains a problem in homes. 
Proper nutrition does not always occur in poorer families. In a study of urban 
Kindergarten children, investigators observed that underweight children had lower test 
scores (Karp et al., 1992), and in another study, poor children who received free breakfast 
at school gained 3 percentile points on standardized tests when compared to similar 
students who did not receive the free breakfast (Meyers et al., 1989). 
Finally, a few of the correlates of achievement can be remedied to a great extent 
through after school programs (PLA, 2002). For instance, reading to young children may 
I 
not occur in the home, but it may be incorporated into an after school program. 
Television watching can be reduced by keeping the child in a non-TV setting for several 
a hours after school. Parent availability and participation can be fostered by an after school 
program. In addition, student mobility within a school district may be somewhat 
minimized if the child can continue in an after school program in a location already 
, familiar to him or her (PLA, 2002). 
Developmental Assets 
Developmental assets are "positive factors in young people, families, 
communities, schools, and other settings that have been found to be important in 
promoting young people's healthy development" (Scales & Roehlkepartain, 2003, p. 2). 
Developmental assets (Table 4) are sorted into two classes, each with four categories, 
with a total of 40 items. They contribute to student achievement across all groups. 
Scales and Roehlkepartain (2003) discovered a relationship between several 
measures of student achievement, such as standardized tests and grade point average 
(GPA), and developmental assets even when controlling for gender, family composition, 
SES, and racelethnicity. They found, for example, a connection between a higher level of 
assets and GPA as well as a positive relationship between current asset levels and future 
academic achievement. In fact, "demographic factors explained only half as much of 
school success (6%) as did developmental assets (12%)" (Scales & Roehlkepartain, 2003, 
P- 3). 
Interventions implementing developmental assets made a difference in student 
achievement. Over a 3-year period, for instance, S h m a  and Griffin (2003) found that 
the percentage of students receiving at least one F decreased by half from 44% to 20%. In 
addition, developmental assets appear to mitigate the effect of poverty on student 
achievement (Scales & Roehlkepartain, 2003). The more developmental assets reported, 
the more likely that the students, regardless of SES, did well in school and avoided 
school-related problems. Furthermore, within and across racial and ethnic lines, students 
with high levels (31-40) of developmental assets are "about 5 to 12 times as likely as 
those with few assets (0-10) to be successful in school" (Scales & Roehlkepartain, 2003, 
p. 7). Scales and Roehlkepartain (2003) contended that academic achievement and 
personal development through the building of developmental assets are complementary 
and that a focus on human development as a core process promotes student achievement. 
Table 4 
Search Institute 's Framework of Developmental Assets 
External assets Internal assets 
- - 
Support Commitment to Learning 
1. Family support 
2. Positive family communication 
3. Other adult relationships 
4. Caring neighborhood 
5. Caring school climate 
6. Parent involvement in schooling 
21. Achievement motivation 
22. School engagement 
23. Homework 
24. Bonding to school 
25. Reading for pleasure 
Empowerment Positive Values 
7. Community values youth 
8. Youth as resources 
9. Service to others 
10. Safety 
26. Caring 
27. Equality and social justice 
28. Integrity 
29. Honesty 
30. Responsibility 
3 1. Restraint 
Boundaries and Expectations Social Competencies 
I I .  Family boundaries 
12. School boundaries 
13. Neighborhood boundaries 
14. Adult role models 
15. Positive peer influence 
16. High expectations 
32. Planning and decision making 
33. Interpersonal competence 
34. Cultural competence 
35. Resistance skills 
36. Peaceful conflict resolution 
Constructive Use of Time Positive Identity 
17. Creative activities 
18. Youth programs 
19. Religious community 
20. Time at home 
37. Personal power 
38. Self-esteem 
39. Sense of purpose 
40. Positive view of personal future 
Note. From "Boosting Student Achievement: New Research on the Power of Developmental Assets," by P. 
C. Scales and E. C. Roehlkepartain, 2003, Search Institute Insights and Evidence, ](I), pp. 4-5. Copyright 
2003 by The Search Institute. 
Student Achievement and Learning Theory 
As required by NCLB (2002) and the New Jersey Department of Education 
(2006), after school programs in Paterson, New Jersey must include as a goal 
improvement in student achievement as measured by standardized testing. State-certified 
teachers are not always the providers of instruction in after school programs; therefore, 
those individuals providing such instruction may not have knowledge of learning theory. 
Hock, Pulvers, Deshler, and Schumaker (2001) reported that after school tutoring 
programs require effective training for tutors whether the tutors are adults or peers of the 
students in attendance. Learning theory can be an important component of such training. 
State-certified teachers are required by the laws that govern their certification to 
understand learning theory. According to the New Jersey Professional Standards for 
Teachers and School Leaders (New Jersey Department of Education, 2003), "Teachers 
apply . . . learning theory to accommodate differences in student intelligence, perception, 
cognitive style and achievement levels" (p. 10). In addition, Reiff (1992), for example, 
contended that one consequence of applying learning styles theory to teaching is 
improvement in student achievement. Learning styles theories explain the consistency of 
a student's responses to educational experiences (Irvine & York, 1995). According to 
Irvine and York (1995), the belief that specific racial and ethnic groups have a common 
learning style is erroneous; therefore, teachers should pay attention to individual learning 
styles rather than group learning styles. 
A broad range of learning theories appears in the literature. Cognitively, they 
incorporate brain theories, mind styles, conceptual tempo, field dependence1 
independence, modalities, and multiple intelligences (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 
2000). Affective learning styles include conceptual systems theory and psychological 
types, while physiological styles center around elements of learning styles which have 
been classified according to four types of stimuli: (a) environmental, (b) emotional, (c) 
sociological, and (d) physical (Branford et al., 2000). The current view is that teaching 
and learning are part of a unified process that cannot be separated (Huitt, 2003). 
A review of the literature on categories of learning theories demonstrated that 
categorizations of learning theories are most often created to suit the needs of the topic 
under investigation. A more general categorization of learning theories is available from 
the Learning Theories Knowledgebase (2009), a webliography devoted to learning 
theories. This webliography lists an index of learning theories and models. It groups the 
learning theories into "somewhat arbitrary categories" (Homepage, para. 1) as follows: 
(a) Paradigms; (b) Behaviorist Theories; (c) Cognitivist Theories; (d) Constructivist, 
Social, and Situational Theories; (e) Motivational and Humanist Theories; ( f )  Design 
Theories and Models (Prescriptive); (g) Descriptive and Meta Theories; (h) Identity 
Theories; and (i) Miscellaneous Learning Theories and Models. 
The Learning Theories Knowledgebase (2009) index, shown in Table 5, suggests 
that no single theory explains human learning, and scholars do not agree on how people 
learn. Certain learning theories may have greater application to after school programs; 
therefore, the learning theories addressed in greater detail in this review of the literature 
include social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), social development theory (Vygotsky, 
1978), experiential learning theory (Kolb, 1984), and learning styles theory (Dunn & 
Dunn, 1993). By knowing and understanding these theories and recognizing the 
application of those learning theories to students, teachers are better able to design 
instruction to assist students, especially in individualized tutoring situations. In the 
development of the PEP-21 program, the learning theories of Bandura, Vygotsky, Kolb, 
and Gardner were considered as being most applicable. 
Table 5 
Index of Learning Theories 
Category Element 
Paradigms 
Behaviorist theories 
Cognitivist theories 
Behaviorism 
= Cognitivism 
Constructivism 
Design-Based 
Humanism 
Classical Conditioning (Pavlov) 
GOMS Model (Card, Moran, and Newell) 
Operant Conditioning (Skinner) 
Social Learning Theory (Bandura) 
Assimilation Theory (Ausubel) 
Attribution Theory (Weiner) 
= Component Display Theory 
Elaboration Theory (Reigeluth) 
Gestalt Psychology (Tolman) 
Mental Models (Johnson-Laird) 
Schema Theory 
Stage Theory of Cognitive Development (Piaget) 
Constructivist, social, and situational = Case-Based Learning 
theories Cognitive Apprenticeship (Collins et al.) 
Communities of Practice (Lave and Wenger) 
Discovery Learning (Bruner) 
Goal Based Scenarios 
Social Development Theory (Vygtosky) 
- Problem-Based Learning (PBL) 
- Situated Learning (Lave) 
Motivational and humanist theories ARCS Model of Motivational Design (Keller) 
Experiential Learning (Kolb) 
Facilitative Teaching (Rogers) 
Invitational Learning (Purkey) 
Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs (Maslow) 
Category Element 
Design theories and models ADDIE Model of Instructional Design 
(prescriptive) ARCS Model of Motivational Design (Keller) 
Elaboration Theory (Reigeluth) 
Descriptive and meta theories Activity Theory (Vygotsky, Leont'ev, Luria, 
Engstrom, etc.) 
Actor-Network Theory (Latour, Callon) 
Distributed Cognition (Hutchins) 
Identity theories Erikson's Stages of Development (Erikson) 
Identity Status Theory (Marcia) 
= Self-Theories: Entity and Incremental Theory 
(Dweck) 
Miscellaneous learning theories and Affordance Theory (Gibson) 
models Multiple Intelligences Theory (Gardner) 
Learning Styles Theory (Dunn & Dunn) 
Note. From "Learning Theories Paradigm," by Learning-Theories.com, 2009, Learning Thzories 
Knowledgebase. 
Social learning theory. Bandura (1977) argued that people learn from one 
another: 
Learning would be exceedingly laborious, not to mention hazardous, if people had 
to rely solely on the effects of their own actions to inform them what to do. 
Fortunately, most human behavior is learned observationally through modeling: 
from observing others one forms an idea of how new behaviors are performed, 
and on later occasions this coded information serves as a guide for action. (p. 22) 
This means that the continuous and reciprocal interactions among cognitive, behavioral, 
and environmental influences are constant in the learning process; therefore, although the 
Learning Theories Knowledgebase (2009) categorized Bandura's work as behaviorist, it 
also appears to span the cognitivist and constructivist paradigms as well. The reason is 
that behaviorists believe that environment causes behavior; Bandura contended that 
behavior also causes environment (Learning Theories Knowledgebase, 2009). 
Bandura's (1 977) social learning theory is sometimes referred to as modeling. For 
effective modeling to occur, four conditions must be met. First is attention. Various 
factors increase or decrease the amount of attention paid. These factors may include (a) 
distinctiveness, (b) affective valence, (c) prevalence, (d) complexity, or (e) hnctional 
value. Moreover, an individual's own characteristics such as sensory capacities, 
perceptual abilities, or past reinforcement may also affect attention. The second condition 
required for modeling is retention. It is important for individuals to remember to what 
they already paid attention. Forms of or aids to retention may include symbolic coding, 
mental images, cognitive organization, symbolic rehearsal, or motor rehearsal such as 
acting out paintings or sculpture in studying art history. The third condition necessary for 
successful modeling in social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) is reproduction. Simply, 
this involves reproducing the image or words that need to be retained. Finally, motivation 
is critical to modeling in social learning theory. In this case, motivation refers to having a 
good reason to imitate or model a behavior. Motivation might include past 
reinforcements, promised or imagined incentives, and the vicarious experience of seeing 
and recalling the reinforced model. Self-reinforcement which may be intrinsic is another 
form of motivation that facilitates modeling. 
Vygotsky's social development theory. Vygotsky's (1978) social development 
theory, like Bandura's (1977) social learning theory, relies on interaction among people 
and the environment. Unlike Bandura who is classified as behaviorist, however, the 
Learning Theory Knowledgebase (2009) categorized Vygotsky's social development 
theory as one of the constructivist, social, and situational theories because it depends 
upon the situation the person is in rather than on the behavior of the individual. 
According to Vygotsky, the cultural development of children happens twice: first on the 
socio-cultural plane, then on the "psychological plane" (Vygotsky, 1978). Learning from 
others who have knowledge in culture-appropriate skills is the basis for this theory. 
Additionally, Vygotsky argued against Piaget's cognitivist theory that a child's 
development comes before learning. Instead, Vygotsky believed that cultural 
development came before learning; therefore, psychological development came after 
learning. 
The individual who teaches the child must demonstrate competency. For example, 
Vygotsky's theory states that learning for students can be accomplished through 
explanations and demonstrations which can elevate the child's development to higher 
thinking skills when presented by competent adults (Kozulin, Gindis, Ageyev, & Mi!ler, 
2003; Vygotsky, 1978). This statement is reflected in NCLB (2002) which requires the 
hiring of highly qualified teachers in order to help students achieve on a higher academic 
level. Vygotsky's theory regarding teacher competence applies also to after school 
programs in which instructional services must be provided by trained individuals (Hock 
et al., 2001). 
Vygotsky's (1978) theory of social development is incorrectly applied to NCLB 
in that the teacher often does not have control over his or her approach to teaching or the 
content of what is taught (Burch, 2007). NCLB (2002) requires that teaching skills be 
evaluated in relation to curriculum content that is defined as statewide standards. The 
teacher is therefore accountable to NCLB through the state standards (Burch, 2007). It is 
incorrectly perceived, however, that after school and SES services are evaluated with 
similar accountability standards (Burch, 2007); as a result, in the after school program, 
the teacher, whether certified or not, is able to apply Vygotsky's theory by developing 
explanations that may be inconsistent with the prescribed curriculum, but may help lead 
the child to higher order thinking. 
The relationship between teaching and learning was extended by Vygotsky in his 
theorizing of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Vygotsky (1978) defined the 
ZPD as the distance between the "actual developmental level as determined by 
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined 
through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 
peers" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). The zone is part of social interaction and separates what a 
student can learn independently and what he or she can learn from a "highly qualified 
instructor," as defined by NCLB (2002). Hock et al. (2001) supported the use of any 
well-trained adult or peer as a tutor/instructor in a nonschool program. Under Vygotsky's 
zone theory, an instructor, regardless of age or qualifications, must be trained to be aware 
of each individual's development level in order to prepare materials for learning, as any 
learning that takes place is built upon a previous learned behavior. 
This theory addresses the issue of learning with interaction between social and 
cultural institutions and technologies. Vygotsky's learning theories support NCLB in that 
opportunities for all children should be the same; therefore, the underprivileged urban 
school districts should receive more financial aid to provide an equal educational 
opportunity. If the belief is that children learn based on their past experiences and 
children are behind because they have not had the same experiences as their affluent 
peers, then money will be able to close the gap (Kozol, 1992). The theory does seem to 
have one flaw, however. Students learn through their experiences and their surroundings. 
Unless their community and their home surroundings are improved, the children in 
deprived urban districts will make progress, but they will always be at a disadvantage 
(Kozol, 2007). 
Experiential learning. Kolb (1984) developed a four-stage cyclical theory of 
learning which incorporates a holistic perspective that combines experience, perception, 
cognition, and behavior. Kolb's experiential learning theory is categorized by the 
Learning Theory Knowledgebase (2009) among the motivational and humanist learning 
theories. Like Bandura and Vygotsky, Kolb considered observation to be a part of 
experiential learning. 
Kolb (1984) stated that "learning is the process whereby knowledge is created 
through the transformation of experience" (p. 38). The cycle of learning he created (see 
Figure 3) consists of four points which may each be a beginning point; however, once 
started, the individual must go through the cycles in the order they appear. For example, 
the first point is concrete experience or "do"; the second, observation and reflection or 
"watch"; the third, forming abstract concepts or "think"; and the fourth, testing in new 
situations or "plan." If the person starts the learning process at observation and 
reflection-point 2-he or she must continue next to forming abstract concepts-point 3. 
Kolb's cyclical model led to his identification of four types of learners: (a) assimilators 
who learn better when presented with sound logical theories to consider, (b) convergers 
who learn better when provided with practical applications of concepts and theories, (c) 
accommodators who learn better when provided with hands-on experiences, and (d) 
divergers who learn better when allowed to observe and collect a wide range of 
information. 
It is critical for teachers to understand how to plan and format lessons in order to 
maximize the amount of learning occurring in the classroom. In after school programs, 
such knowledge is especially important for the one-on-one instruction often provided by 
an untrained instructional provider. Kolb's (1984) experiential learning theory has found 
extensive application to adult education and the concept of "real world" learning and 
activities. For example, Larson and Walker (2006) reported the results of a program for 
Chicago youth that emphasized real-life activities designed to prepare them for careers in 
the art field. Although they initially experienced dissonance and challenge in their 
engagement with the real world, participants were then actively engaged in an adaptive 
learning process. Larson and Walker also found that the adults in the program provided 
Concrete 
experience 
Experiential 
situations (4) reflection (2) 
Forming 
abstract 
concepts (3) 
Figure 3. Kolb's Experiential Learning cycle.* 
From ExperientiaI Learning: Experience as the Source ofLearning and Development, by D. A. Kolb, 
1984. Copyright 1984 by Prentice-Hall, Inc. 
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an important component, showing the participating youth how to balance their unknown 
expectations of the art world with the reality shown to them through experiential learning. 
This is similar to the role played by adults working in an after school program (Larson & 
Walker, 2006). 
Learning styles and multiple intelligences theories. Learning styles and 
multiple intelligences are but two of the many theories related to after school 
programming that have gained popularity since their introduction; they are categorized by 
the Learning Theories Knowledgebase (2009) as miscellaneous learning theories. As 
early as 1983, Howard Gardner (1993) proposed the theory of multiple intelligences (MI) 
which includes seven categories of learning styles: (a) logical-mathematical, (b) 
linguistic, (c) musical, (d) spatial, (e) bodily-kinesthetic, (f) interpersonal, and (g) 
intrapersonal. Gardner believed that understanding the MI of the students would inform 
the teacher of the best method to use to teach the children so that they would learn. 
Further, by addressing MI, students would also enjoy learning more, engaging them in 
the teaching-learning process. 
Capitalizing on the work of Gardner (1993), Dunn and Dunn developed a 
comprehensive learning styles model (see Figure 4). Dunn and Dunn (1993) proposed 
that their learning styles theory would offer information to teachers about students which 
would then inform teaching strategies. They noted that learning style is a complex 
construct; therefore, identification of learning style cannot be achieved solely by 
observation, as the results are likely to be inaccurate. Dunn and Dunn fkrther determined 
that learning styles can also be portrayed and measured. 
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Dunn and Dunn (1993) defined learning style as the way in which individuals 
begin to concentrate on, process, and retain new and difficult information. Through their 
model, Dunn and Dunn identified a series of 2 1 elements, as shown in Figure 4, that 
relate to the environmental, emotional, sociological, physiological, and psychological 
stimuli that affect how each person learns. These stimuli are divided into specific 
elements that include: (a) sound, light, temperature, design (environmental); (b) 
motivation, persistence, responsibility, structure (emotional); (c) self, pair, peers, adult, 
team, and varied (sociological); (d) perceptual strengths, intake, time-of-day energy 
levels, and the need for mobility while learning (physiological); and (e) globallanalytic 
and impulsivelreflective (psychological). 
A person possesses either an analytic or a global processing style-or a 
combination of both, according to Dunn and Dunn's model. The term used to describe the 
combination processing style is called integruted (Dunn & Griggs, 1995). Individuals 
may also have as many as four perceptual modalities or strengths by which they learn 
best: (a) auditory, (b) visual, (c) tactual, andlor (d) kinesthetic (Honigsfeld, 2000). 
The intent of the identification of learning styles is to inform teaching. 
Consequently, Dunn and Dunn (1993) developed and field tested internationally seven 
different instructional methods that they believed would complement the strengths of 
students as identified through learning styles assessment. Described by Dunn and Griggs 
(1995), each approach was found to benefit a wide range of students such as those with 
mild and emotional handicaps, students with learning disabilities, those in regular 
education, and gifted students (Dunn & DeBello, 1999). In spite of these findings, 
however, Dunn and Dunn (as cited in Dunn & DeBello, 1999) continue to indicate that 
no single strategy is effective for any one group of students or for all students. As a 
result, other learning theories must be investigated as possible resources for teachers. 
In summary, student achievement, learning theories, and learning style theories 
are important to understand because teachers who apply such knowledge (a) reduce 
teacher and student frustration, (b) improve student achievement and self-concept, (c) 
accommodate a variety of learners in a classroom, (d) engage the versatility required for 
learning, and (e) improve communication with administrators, counselors, parents, and 
other staff (Reiff, 1992). Learning theories and learning style theories must therefore be 
considered in after school programming. 
Models of After School Programs 
After school programs enable students to participate in additional activities that 
help improve problem solving, interpersonal and communication skills, and academic 
achievement (Chung & Hillsman, 2005). Three types of after school programs currently 
operate: (a) extended day, (b) after school, and (c) a combination of the two. These 
programs typically operate from the end of the school day until 6:00 p.m. for at least 3 
days per week from the beginning to the end of the school year. Some programs add 
I 
summer camps as well. Program participants range from grades Kindergarten through 12, 
and parentlguardian permission is required for participation. 
After school programs in Paterson, New Jersey must be responsive to NCLB 
\ 
which requires programs that come fiom "scientifica11y based research." This phrase, 
prevalent in NCLB (2002), means: 
A. research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and 
objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to 
education activities and programs; and 
B. includes research that: 
i. employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation 
or experiment; 
ii. involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated 
hypotheses and justify the general conclusions drawn; 
iii. relies on measurements or observational methods that provide 
reliable and valid data across evaluators and observers, across 
multiple measurements and observations, and across studies by the 
same or different investigators; 
iv. is evaluated using experimental or quasi-experimental designs in 
which individuals, entities, programs, or activities are assigned to 
different conditions and with appropriate controls to evaluate the 
effects of the condition of interest, with a preference for random 
assignment experiments, or other designs to the extent that those 
designs contain within-condition or across-condition controls; 
v. ensures that experimental studies are presented in sufticient detail 
and clarity to allow for replication or, at a minimum, offer the 
opportunity to build systematically on their findings; and 
vi. has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a 
panel of independent experts through a comparably rigorous, 
objective, and scientific review. ( 5  7801 [37]) 
In their literature review of more than 10 outcome studies of after school 
programs, Cosden, Morrison, Gutierrez, and Brown (2004) found that students' 
participation in after school programs helped maintain their academic standing, feel more 
comfortable towards their school, and lessen family- and school-related stress. Like 
Halpern's (2002) history of after school programs, Cosden et al. obsewed that the studies 
they reviewed focused on low-income children. Results of these studies indicated: 
the full impact of these [after school] programs on the student's academic 
performance appeared to be mediated by other child and teacher factors, such as 
increases in the child's self-esteem and school bonding and changes in teacher 
perceptions regarding the effort and capabilities of the student. (p. 221) 
Further, in their review of current evaluation literature on after school programs, Chung 
and Hillsman (2005) indicated that structured after school activities have been linked to 
higher educational outcomes, improved work habits, and better social skills. They further 
stated additional areas of needed research should include the answer to the following 
question: "How are active participation in after-school activities and student outcomes 
linked?" (p. 20). 
Much of the literature on after school programs is evaluative in nature, examining 
the positive use of after school time by children. After school programs are generally 
researched in terms of program quality, exploring the characteristics of programs such as 
safety and supervision. In a meta-analysis of the relationship between after school 
programs and student achievement, Poggi (2004) reported that a number of studies 
investigated in the meta-analysis support after school programming as a useful tool for 
increasing achievement in reading. In addition, after school programs during elementary 
and middle school appear to reduce adolescent substance abuse and crime. The reason is 
that constructive use of afier school time where students feel safe and are supervised 
results in a more stable future for those students. Poggi (2004) also cited a lack of 
scientifically-based studies and longitudinal data as a limitation in after school program 
research. 
Quality after school programs have not consistently reached the nation's poorest 
and minority chiIdren. According to Duffet and Johnson (2004), parents in poorer 
families and those from minority backgrounds are generally dissatisfied with their 
options for their children's after school programs. In addition, these parents desire 
programs that emphasize academics and offer supervised homework time because they 
are aware of this need for their children (Bhanpuri, 2005) and are unable to provide these 
aids to education themselves. 
Tutoring Programs in the Buffalo, New York Area 
One fear in the use of after school tutoring is that the student will become 
dependent on the tutor. To avoid this complication, Hock, Schumaker, and Deshler 
(1995) asserted that after-school tutoring sessions should stress the development of long- 
term skills to encourage independent thinking and learning on the part of the student. 
Applying Hock et al.'s (2001) research on after school tutoring programs regarding 
student dependency on the tutor, Hartwick (n.d.) compiled a monograph of student 
research conducted in the Buffalo, New York area. Each student whose work was 
reported in the monograph was assigned the responsibility of conducting a research-based 
intervention with one or more children identified as requiring special education services. 
In every case, the students conducting these investigations (Hartwick, n.d.) attempted to 
foster independence among their learners by retesting them several weeks after the 
intervention ended to see if they continued to improve without the support of the tutor. 
The majority of the students (Hartwick, n.d.) selected children with learning 
disabilities of various ages and grades. Each intervention was designed to be provided in 
a one-on-one after school tutorial setting. The primary tutoring style was strategic 
tutoring, defined by Hock et al. (2001) as a method in which strategies for learning how 
to learn and perform are taught to students while they receive help with class 
assignments. In this way, students learn powerful strategies that help them perform 
independently in their classes. After school programs are an ideal situation for strategic 
tutoring instruction to be provided. According to Hock et al., one reason is that the 
purpose of an after school program is to provide one-to-one support as a way to bridge 
academic gaps that students who are at-risk or who have learning disabilities are 
experiencing. 
The typical type of research conducted in this compilation (Hartwick, n.d.) was a 
pretest-posttest-single intervention design. In every case, the intervention consisted of 
tutoring. Generally, math and language arts were the topics of choice, although social 
studies and science appeared in at least one or two studies. Overwhelmingly, the students 
found that the interventions were successful. As a result, they supported the belief, as 
cited in Hock et al. (2001), that after school tutoring is a successfd means for improving 
student achievement. 
Students' After School Pursuits and Achievement 
Schreiber and Chambers (2002) examined how a variety of types of students 
participated in different after school activities through a categorized framework for 8th 
and 10th grade students of various ethnicities. The purpose of this study was to examine 
the relationship between students' after-school pursuits and achievement within this 
framework. 
Two different views of the impact of after school pursuits are currently prevalent. 
The first view is based on the zero-sum concept in which no significant learning is going 
on. It is hypothesized that the more time spent on extra-curricular activities, the less time 
is spent on academics. The other hypothesis basically states that these types of activities 
provide different experiences that will ultimately help the overall development of the 
student (Schreiber & Chambers, 2002). The researchers asked: (a) Are activities within 
the school day and after school pursuits both linked to achievement of all students of all 
- 
ethnicities, and (b) Do these activities-whether in school or out of school-help all 
students gain positive outcomes in different content areas? 
A sample population was used from the 8th and the 10th grades, employing a 
two-stage stratified sampling design. Outcome variables for each grade level were 
assessed through item response theory (IRT) analysis from standardized tests. The 
independent variables were the pursuits of in- or out-of-school, academic or non- 
academic, and organized or not organized activities. A multiple regression analysis was 
used with sets of data. Results showed that the more time spent on after school pursuits, 
the poorer the grades, especially in reading and mathematics. Consequently, neither 
hypothesis was supported (Schreiber & Chambers, 2002). 
Although the data were collected from the student population, it was not a perfect 
representation. The limitation of this study was the data used were old-from 1988; 
therefore, the reliability and validity were limited (Schreiber & Chambers, 2002). 
Cosden et al. (2004) reviewed 10 other outcome studies on the effects of 
homework programs and after school activities on academic achievement. They found 
that after school homework programs can serve a positive purpose. These programs can 
provide children with structure, academic help, after school supervision, and study skills 
instruction. Cosden et al. also found a less positive outcome, however, that after school 
homework programs may "interfere with other, nonacademic activities that promote 
student bonding to the school and the community and run the risk of reducing parental 
involvement in the schooling process" (pp. 224-225). Cosden et al. also considered the 
following risk factors of after school homework programs: (a) removing the parent from 
homework supervision may reduce the opportunities for parent-child communication 
about school, (b) classroom teachers may not be involved in coordinating the homework 
support, and (c) required participation may prevent more beneficial activities that would 
promote bonding with peers, school, and community. Mitigating protective factors of 
participation in after school homework programs include: (a) availability of assistance, 
(b) relief of stress at home caused by the need for homework completion, (c) 
reinforcement of the norm of studying and academic achievement, (d) establishment of 
good study habits, and (e) improved classroom ability due to preparation for class. 
Effectiveness of After School Programs and Student Achievement 
After school programs are often not evaluated to determine their impact on 
student achievement (Chung & Hillsman, 2005); however, several programs have been 
identified as model programs by a variety of organizations. In their examination of four 
after school programs, Fashola and Cooper (1999) argued that after school programs are 
considered prime time for many school districts to provide their students with additional 
academic, social, cultural, recreational, and other activities designed for pleasure. Tie  
two most common models of after school programs explored by Fashola and Cooper are 
the extended-day and the after school programs which are school-based, providing a 
combination of academic, recreational, and cultural activities. Their objective is to align 
their plan with the specific goal of enriching and supplementing the day school 
curriculum. In many cases, a specific targeted student is invited to attend. 
Model #1-LA'S BEST. Many school districts want after school programs to 
focus on academic skills and tasks that they believe will improve students' standardized 
assessments, while other districts desire to offer children a safe haven after school that 
does not focus on academics. The Los Angeles' Better Educated Students for Tomorrow 
(LA'S BEST) was an after school program in operation for more than 15 years at the 
point of examination by Fashola and Cooper (1999). It had grown from 10 to over 75 
sites and was still growing. The program was funded by local, district, and federal 
agencies along with private donations and grants. The program served more than 20,000 
students ages 5- 12. Of those, about 80% were Hispanic; more than 10% were African 
American. Of the students who participated in the program, more than 90% qualified for 
free lunch. The program hours were from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. daily. 
The LA'S BEST staff created an out-of-school setting that involved many 
different kinds of learning activities that included three important learning principles: (a) 
build on what knowledge students have, (b) help students value their own experiences 
and views by encouraging expression, and (c) follow students' interests when planning 
activities. In addition, the staff agreed that personal interests in subjects would motivate 
students to stay on task (Heckman & Sanger, 2001). Huang, Gibbons, Kim, Lee, and 
Baker (2000) conducted a 10-year longitudinal study of LA'S BEST participants. They 
found that students who participated in LA'S BEST for 4 years experienced significantly 
improved standardized test scores in language arts, reading, and mathematics compared 
to nonparticipants. 
Unlike LA'S Best, the second type of after school program is usually held off the 
day school grounds and is typically targeted toward students between 5 and 18 years of 
age. Academic achievement gains may take place, according to Fashola and Cooper 
(1999), but such improvement is not necessarily the goal of the program. These programs 
usually provide transportation and are basically recreational with an increase in the 
student-to-adult ratio. Examples of some of these programs are Boys and Girls Clubs, 
YMCA-YWCA, Big BrothersIBig Sisters, some 4-H programs, ASPIRA, faith-based 
programs, Police Athletic League (PAL), and some municipal recreational programs 
(Fashola & Cooper, 1999). 
Model #2-The Center for Research in Education Policy's Extended Day 
Tutoring Program in Memphis, Tennessee. The extended day program is usually 
located in the student's day school with academic achievement as the outcome goal. 
Literature has shown that participation in such programs is positively associated with 
better school attendance, a positive attitude toward school work, better work habits in day 
school, better interpersonal skills, reduced dropout rates, and higher quality and 
completion of homework (Fashola & Cooper, 1999). 
The Center for Research in Educational Policy (CREP) at the University of 
Memphis developed an extended day tutoring program in 1995 to improve the reading 
performance of students in the second, third, and fourth grades. Using materials from the 
Success for All (SFA) reading program designed by Slavin, Madden, Dolan, and Wasik 
(1996), the program offered between 1 and 4 hours of group tutoring during after school 
hours. CREP program teachers were trained in Story Telling and Retelling methods and 
in strategies such as partner reading. Students were selected for the program based on 
evidence of the need for extra help. Following the student's tutoring session, each child 
was provided the opportunity to engage in cultural, recreational, technological, and other 
academic enrichment activities (Fashola & Cooper, 1999). 
The evaluation of the CREP program was both formative and summative. 
Formative measures included teacher survey and observation forms that assessed 
instructor level of program implementation. The summative part of the evaluation looked 
at the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) in relation to the 
children's performance. Participants in the program included 650 Title I students, mostly 
African American, who, on average, performed slightly better than their control-group 
counterparts. The overall conclusion was that the CREP program enhanced the academic 
skills of those who participated on a regular basis (Fashola & Cooper, 1999). 
Model # 3-21st Century Community Learning Centers: Providing quality 
after school learning opportunities for America's families in a combined after 
schooVextended day program. Programs intended to increase academic achievement 
that are highly structured have a stronger connection to the school curriculum and utilize 
qualified and well-trained staff; they also offer more one-to-one tutoring (Fashola & 
Cooper, 1999). The concept of the combination program, extended day and after school 
which embodies the structured program, has shown promise with regard to academic 
achievement (Fashola & Cooper, 1999). 
Combination programs, such as 21 st Century Community Learning Centers (21 st 
CCLC), are highly structured, since many different activities are presented 
simultaneously. The 21st CCLC program, authorized under Title N, Part B, of NCLB 
(2002), is a commitment to help families and communities keep their children safe and 
smart. The 21st CCLC initiative, supported by grants from the U.S. Department of 
Education, provided funds for after school programs that served high-poverty andlor low- 
performing schools. These initiatives offered students access to homework centers, tutors, 
cultural enrichment, and recreational and nutritional guidance. Parents valued the 21st 
CCLCs because they felt confident that while they were out working, their children were 
well cared for and learning. 
A typical school-based 2 1st CCLC program served about 150 students. The staff 
was made up of teachers, local partnership staff members, parents, and volunteers 
(Fashola & Cooper, 1999). The local partners involved in the program were selected from 
the Boys and Girls Clubs, YM-YWCA, 4-H Club, PAL, andlor faith-based organizations. 
The programs usually took on a rotation schedule consisting of homework, a science- 
based educational program, and a recreational component. Parents were welcome to join 
in and were involved in every facet of the program. The 21 st CCLC program offered the 
highest quality activities, as the grant for the program included training from the National 
Center for Community Education, funded by the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 
(Bhanpuri, 2005). 
This evaluation of CCLCs (Fashola & Cooper, 1999) focused on a sample of 
elementary and middle school programs. The elementary school evaluation used random 
assignments for a sample of 18 centers. The middle school evaluation used statistical 
controls to compare participants and nonparticipants where the programs were located 
(Mathematica, 2003). The 21st CCLC evaluation was designed to be able to identify a .20 
standard deviation on reading test scores, although a typical design would look for a 
\ 
standard deviation of .30. 
The impact of regular course instruction per hour is the start in forming baseline 
expectations of after school programs. The failure to find statistically significant impacts 
on achievement test scores is not surprising due to the lack of statistical data presented. 
As a result, researchers could accept the null hypothesis that after school programs had 
zero impact on performance (Mathematica, 2003). 
The 2 1 st CCLC evaluations suggested that future studies should consider 
pretesting and posttesting students in both reading and mathematics because little 
achievement was evident. Consequently, research organizations such as Mathernatica 
(2003) and evaluators such as Fashola and Cooper (1999) recommended that further 
studies be conducted on the impact of adult supervision on after school programs, 
especially the use of certified teachers as opposed to uncertified personnel. Unless the 
after school program is more productive than the day school, they argued, it is unrealistic 
to expect a .20 standard deviation based on the after school program as the only 
intervention. Further evaluations are needed to identify impacts on immediate outcomes 
such as homework completion or parental participation. 
After School Programs and Student Achievement 
Using a qualitative methodology, Frankel, Streitburger, and Goldman (2005) were 
commissioned by the New Hampshire government to review the state's academically 
oriented after school programs. These programs were created to satisfy the requirements 
of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002). Frankel et al. (2005) used a qualitative 
methodology to produce a description of the programs. Through their investigation, they 
found positive effects on academic achievement of participants especially at the middle 
school level. 
Frankel et al. (2005) were able to identify four key factors in their description of 
New Hampshire's academically oriented after school programs. First, they discovered 
that after school programs improved the learning skills of students. Next, they found that 
regular attendance appeared to contribute to the success of students. Third, their study 
revealed that the quality of the staff made a difference in the effects on the students. 
Finally, they were able to establish a baseline for inquiry that will "allow policymakers 
and program staff to understand the benefits of high quality academically focused after 
school programs for student success" (Frankel et al., 2005, p. vii). In an attempt to 
analyze the effectiveness or high quality of PEP-21, the present study focused on learning 
outcomes instead of learning skills; in addition, regular attendance and quality of staff 
were addressed. 
After School Programs as a Source of Social Capital 
Coleman (1988) suggested that families have financial capital, defined as income 
or wealth, human capital, which is the level of parents' education; and social capital. 
Social capital can be defined as the number of social networks such as the connection 
between children and school; the interactions between children and their parents, 
guardians, andlor caregivers; the relationships children form with friends and peers along 
with how well parents are able to enhance the child's capacity to profit from educational 
opportunities (Coleman, 1988; Haghighat, 2005). Besides social networks, parents also 
provide "family norms, or the standards and values that govern the actions of families in 
society" (Yan, 1999, p. 7) that they bring with them to after school programs or may gain 
from such programs if families have not provided these norms. Regardless of family 
structure, ethnic, racial, or socioeconomic background, these strong family norms often 
lead to high aspirations for academic success, motivation in school, and parent 
involvement in the child's education (Yan, 1999). 
In their study of LA'S BEST, Huang et al. (2007) examined the relationship 
between afterschool staff-based social capital and student engagement. The goal was to 
investigate "the connection between perceptions of staff-student relationships and the 
educational values, future aspirations, and engagement" (p. 1) of LA's BEST students. 
Their design was survey research. The research questions the researchers developed 
focused on the characteristics of a strong relationshipmutual trust, bonding, and 
support-and student variables of academic engagement and aspirations for the future. 
Their research was based on the observation that after school programs such as LA's 
BEST are now more than childcare centers or "safe havens within violent communities" 
@. 1); instead, they have evolved into "powerful learning centers for students with lasting 
and far-reaching effects" (p. 1). Programs like these also provide the social capital for 
children who enter the programs without it through the development of strong, positive 
relationships with adults. 
To determine the extent of social capital provided by LA's BEST, Huang et al. 
(2007) surveyed 2,270 children in grades 3,4, and 5 and 395 staff members from 53 
program sites. They found that 88% of adults surveyed believe that every child can learn, 
and 79% disagreed with the statement that their students lack the skills to succeed 
academically or in life. About three fourths of staff and students agreed that mutual trust 
was in place among the participants. More than half the students agreed that staff 
1 
members are there to support them, help them, and encourage them to work hard and do 
well. Further, in relation to student engagement, more than half of responding students 
evidenced positive characteristics related to this factor such as staying out of trouble, 
earning good grades, and maintaining regular attendance. In addition, the positive effects 
of the after school program appeared to carry over to the day school experience of the 
students. As a result, Huang et al. determined that staff at LA's BEST provided social 
capital to students who attended the program. 
Conclusion 
In this chapter, the literature on after school programs and their relationship to 
student achievement was reviewed. After describing the method used to identify the 
literature reviewed, the first topic presented was the history of after school programs. 
This was followed by the context of after school programs, especially the current 
legislative mandates at the federal and state levels. The requirements for after school 
programs were also described. Because many after school programs now focus on 
increasing student achievement, the topic of student achievement as measured by 
standardized testing was presented along with theoretical considerations of student 
achievement. An extensive discussion of learning theories followed student achievement, 
leading to the presentation of several model after school programs and the notion that 
such programs can offer students the social capital they do not receive in their homes. 
Vygotsky's learning theory stating that learning for students can be accomplished 
through explanations and demonstrations to elevate higher thinking skills may have 
potential for after school programs (Hock et al., 2001). The characteristics of after school 
programs need to be reformulated to show which thinking skills are important and to 
what degree. Educators must be given the direction and freedom to design effective 
programs with theoretical bases for decisions. In addition, social capital, a theoretical 
construct which incorporates expectations and social networks, should be considered 
when developing after school programs for at-risk children (Coleman, 1988; Huang et al., 
2007). 
In their report of the Afterzone program in Providence, Rhode Island, for the 
Wallace Foundation, Kotloff and Korom-Djakovic (2010) noted: 
Increasingly, research has shown that participation in out-of-school-time (OST) 
programs can lead to improvements in youth's educational outcomes (e.g., 
academic achievement, school behavior, attitudes toward school, attendance and 
educational expectations); enhance social and emotional development (e.g., self- 
esteem, positive social behavior); and reduce the likelihood that they will engage 
in risk-taking behavior. However, two conditions must exist for these benefits to 
accrue: The programs must be high quality and youth must participate over a 
sustained period of time. Cp. ii) 
This review of the literature supported the findings of Kotloff and Korom-Djakovic in 
that programs outlined also demonstrated improvements in educational outcomes, social 
and emotional development, and behavior. 
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this case study was to explore and analyze the issues relating to 
Paterson's failure to meet AYP and the discrepancy between the school district's after 
school program's stated and mandated goals. Its mandated goals focused on student 
achievement, especially in Grade 4. The researcher analyzed attendance and standardized 
test scores of students who attended the after school program named PEP-21 that was 
conducted for 2 years in Paterson to determine if the goal of improved student 
achievement was met for Paterson's fourth graders. 
Two problems were investigated in this study. The first was that PEP-21 after 
school programming in Paterson, New Jersey did not match its intended goals as 
mandated by NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) and the New Jersey 
Department of Education (2006) and as designed by the Paterson Public Schools. The 
second was that the stated goal of the program, to increase student achievement, had not 
been previously evaluated. The purpose of this case study was to explore data from the 
after school program that existed for 2 years in Paterson to determine if, in fact, the goal 
of improved student achievement was met for fourth graders. 
To examine the goal of improved student achievement, the present study 
examined the impact of after school program attendance during the 2003-2004 and 2004- 
2005 school years on the performance of fourth grade students on the NJ ASK, the 
statewide standardized test. Children who attended during those 2 years, the only years of 
operation of PEP-2 1, were considered the treatment group; nonattendees, the control 
group. Moreover, by employing data on children who were enrolled only in Paterson 
Public Schools in grades 1-4 and investigating children who attended the after school 
program during 1 or 2 years while they were in grades 1-4, after school attendance was 
isolated. 
Students in Paterson Public Schools represent a homogeneous grouping of 
minority low-SES. The New Jersey Department of Education (2010) reported 2009-2010 
enrollment data as follows: 24,080 students were enrolled in grades Pre-K-12; racelethnic 
groups included White (5.4%) Black (3 1. I%), Hispanic (60.0%), and Other (3.5%); 
eligible for free- or reduced-price lunch (85.7%); eligible for special education services 
(5.6%); and LEP (14.3%). 
PEP-21 was initiated in the 2003-2004 school year; therefore, enrollment data for 
that year were analyzed to demonstrate the overall homogenous aspect of Paterson Public 
Schools in terms of racelethnicity, and eligibility for special education, free- or reduced- 
price lunch, and Chapter 1. Compared with the data from 2009-2010, the district 
demonstrated in 2003-2004 greater enrollment (26,447); a greater proportion of White 
(5.9%) and Black (37.6%) students and a smaller proportion of Hispanic (53.8%) and 
Other (2.6%) students; a much lower proportion of students eligible for free- and 
reduced-price lunch (62.7%); and a lower percentage of students eligible for special 
education (4.9%). The New Jersey Department of Education (2010) did not report the 
proportion of LEP students in 2003-2004. 
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework that guided this study relates to the structure of the 
Paterson SES after school program-PEP-21-and the outcomes related to student 
achievement resulting from that structure. The difficulty was in the measurement of 
student achievement. According to the Legislative Office of Education Oversight in Ohio 
(1993), criterion- and norm-referenced testing are the two primary methods of 
standardized achievement testing. "Criterion-referenced tests compare students' 
achievement to a set of desired outcomes or standards, while norm-referenced tests 
compare students' achievement to that of other students who took the same test at a 
previous time" (p. 4). The NJ ASK, given to all New Jersey public school students in 
grades 3-8, is a criterion-referenced test, assessing each student's progress towards the 
statewide standard in each major curriculum area (New Jersey Department of Education, 
2006). 
Another consideration in assessing student achievement was the correlates of 
achievement presented by Barton (2003; see Table 3). In evaluating an academically 
oriented after school program like PEP-21, it was possible to examine the following 
correlates of achievement: (a) rigor of the curriculum, (b) teacher preparation, (c) teacher 
experience and attendance, (d) class size, (e) availability of appropriate technology- 
assisted instruction, (f) school safety, and (g) student mobility. To the extent possible in 
this retrospective case study analysis, these correlates of achievement were examined in 
relationship to the acquisition of social capital experienced by participating students. 
The success of schools, school districts, and after school programs is most often 
defined as increases in standardized test scores, however. Further, the success of after 
school programs in relation to student achievement remains unclear in the literature 
primarily because student achievement may or may not be a goal or objective of after 
school programs in a l l -o r  even most4ases  either historically or currently. Further, 
Murphy (2009) contended that "While the achievement gap literature defines equity in 
terms of groups, the reality is that equity must be determined one student at a time" (p. 
11); therefore, data were analyzed three ways: (a) by individual student, (b) by school, 
and (c) by administrative clusters of schools. The theoretical framework for this study is 
displayed in Figure 5. 
Research Design 
The research design was case study. Case study was an appropriate design for the 
present study because the goal was to explore a single entity-the PEP-21 after school 
academic program that was held in Paterson for 2 years from September 2003 through 
June 2005. The case is therefore the PEP-21 program. Yin (1984) defined the case study 
as "an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 
context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; 
and in which multiple sources of evidence are used" (p. 23). A case study often follows 
six steps: (a) determine and define the research question(s), (b) select the case(s) and 
determine data gathering analysis techniques, (c) prepare to collect the data, (d) collect 
data in the field, (e) evaluate and analyze the data, and (0 prepare the report. The 
description of each of these steps as it pertains to the present study follows. 
Determine and Define the Research Questions 
Before determining and defining the research questions, it was important to 
ascertain what is already known about the quality of the PEP-2 1 program. This is in 
response to the claim by Kotloff and Korom-Djakovic (2010) that successful OST 
programs must be of quality. Consequently, four measures were examined that had 
already been accomplished: (a) a parent satisfaction questionnaire, (b) a teacher survey, 
(c) outcome evaluation of the math curriculum by Plato who provided it, and (d) the 
supervisor's report of program accomplishments. These measures indicated that the PEP- 
21 program was of high quality. These findings are delineated in Chapter 4. 
Figure 5. Conceptual framework for the study of the effects of an after school program 
on student achievement. 
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Research question. The research question was determined by contemplating the 
question not yet answered: What does the researcher want to know about the PEP-21 
program that has not already been reported? Rumination revealed that as supervisor of 
the program, the researcher did not know if the PEP-21 program achieved its academic 
goals of improving standardized test scores for participants. The following primary 
research question therefore guided this case study: Does a relationship exist between a 
student's attendance in an after school program and his or her academic achievement as 
measured by standardized tests? Additional considerations included the correlates of 
achievement defined by Barton (2003), as shown in Table 3. 
Case study is often qualitative. The present study, however, encompassed both 
qualitative and historic quantitative data comprising days of attendance and test scores, 
previously gathered quantitative data along with qualitative data from observations, 
interviews, and focus groups regarding the quality of the PEP-21 program. Consequently, 
this study employed a mixed-method design. 
The quantitative analysis might have generated hypotheses that could be tested 
regarding the relationship between after school program attendance and NJ ASK scores. 
The analysis did not generate additional hypotheses. Further, baseline data were not 
available because students took the NJ ASK test only once during fourth grade. In 
addition, it was not possible to know what scores might have been had students not 
attended PEP-21; however, it was possible to compare the scores of attendees to those of 
comparable non-attendees. It was anticipated that more days of PEP-21 attendance would 
correlate to higher test scores for students who attended the program. It was further 
expected that students in PEP-21 would score higher on NJ ASK than students who did 
not attend the program. Unfortunately, however, scores were reported only 
dichotomously: (a) proficient and (b) not proficient. No hypotheses were formed, and no 
statistical analysis was conducted because the nature of the data, a lack of test scores in 
particular, made it impossible to do so. 
Select the Case and Determine Data Gathering and Analysis Techniques 
The case under investigation was the PEP-21 after school academic program 
which was in place for 2 years in Paterson, New Jersey. The program, supervised by the 
researcher, was never properly evaluated to determine if its goals and objectives were 
met. Part of the problem was that the goals and objectives were all written in such a way 
that only formative evaluation was possible. Formative evaluation responds to the 
question: Did we do what we said we would do? 
In contrast to formative evaluation, sumrnative evaluation measures program 
outcomes. Although one small outcome evaluation was conducted of the PEP-21 math 
curriculum by the vendor who provided it, the evaluation was quite limited. Moreover, 
because PEP-21 was developed in response to the failure of 13 Paterson elementary 
schools to meet AYP and because AYP was determined by test scores, the real objective 
to be measured was the number of students who improved on the NJ ASK standardized 
test battery. For this reason, the case was defined as PEP-2 1, and the data included 
attendance and test scores of PEP-21 participants. The existing quantitative data were 
analyzed through calculation of frequencies and percentages where useful by individual 
student (Murphy, 2009), by school, and by administrative cluster of schools. Measures of 
other correlates of achievement (Barton, 2003) were determined through documentation, 
available data, and interview, as appropriate. 
Prepare to Collect the Data 
By looking at the attendance patterns in the after school program of students 
during the 2 years the PEP-21 program was in operation, it was possible to compare 
Grade 4 NJ ASK scores of students who attended the after school program during any 
point when they were in grades 1-4 to children who were enrolled in Paterson Public 
Schools during the same time period. It was not possible to correlate NJ ASK scores with 
the number of days of attendance in the after school program because NJ ASK scores 
were not given numerically and were dichotomous. Documentation included years of 
enrollment in Paterson Public Schools, after school program attendance, proficiency on 
the Grade 4 NJ ASK, and demographic factors such as SES (i.e., free- or reduced-price 
lunch) and racelethnicity. 
A case study may also include quantitative data if appropriate. Baseline data were 
not available for the students in this study. All PEP-21 schools were identified as being in 
need of improvement for having failed to meet AYP. The attendance and test data were 
analyzed using a causal comparative methodology (Borg & Gall, 1983, p. 533). 
According to Borg and Gall, this type of research is also called "ex post facto" (p. 533) 
because "causes are studied after they have presumably exerted their effect on another 
variable" (p. 533). This method is often used to show a relationship, but it is not to be 
confused with causation in spite of the use of the term "causal comparative." Through 
correlation, it is, however, possible to show the degree of a relationship. This degree is 
evidenced through the calculation of a correlation coefficient, r, which can range from -1 
to +l .  The closer the r is to +1, the greater the degree of the relationship between two 
variables. In the present case study, the independent variable was attendance in the afier 
school program, and the dependent variable was score on the NJ ASK-proficient or not 
proficient. The number of days of attendance was also calculated and was used for 
additional data analysis. This was the primary quantitative aspect of this case study; 
however, a correlation coefficient could not be calculated because of the differences in 
the forms of the data. 
Collect Data in the Field 
Paterson's PEP-21 after school program operated only 2 years: school years 2003- 
2004 and 2004-2005. The program served approximately 2,000 children in 16 schools 
divided into four clusters for simplicity of coordination and oversight. The school district 
generally serves between 24,000 and 27,000 children per year in grades K-12, and in 
2009-2010 served 24,080 students (New Jersey Department of Education, 2010). It was 
anticipated that about 1,500 students would meet the eligibility criteria for sampling; in 
reality, 1,708 students' records were analyzed. 
The entire population of children attending Paterson Public Schools from 
September 2003 through June 2008 was used in the present study. Eligibility criteria for 
sampling were as follows: (a) attended only Paterson Public Schools for grades 1-4; (b) 
enrolled in grades 1,2,3, or 4 during either the 2003-2004 or the 2004-2005 school year; 
(c) enrolled in grades 2,3, or 4 during the 2005-2006 school year; (d) enrolled in grades 3 
or 4 during the 2006-2007 school year; (e) enrolled in Grade 4 during the 2007-2008 
school year; (0 took the Grade 4 NJ ASK test while in Grade 4 during any one of the 5 
years under study; and (g) was not exempt from the Grade 4 NJ ASK due to English 
language learning status or special education eligibility. After data gathering, an 
additional criterion was noted: All required data elements needed to be available to the 
researcher. 
As an administrator with the Paterson Public Schools, the researcher has access to 
district-level data. The following data were gathered from the school district database for 
every eligible student: (a) grade level during each school year under study, (b) whether or 
not the child attended the after school program, (c) number of days the child attended the 
after school program each year, and (d) score on the NJ ASK test. The number of days 
the child attended was based on the 80 days per year that PEP-21 was offered--4 days 
per week from November 1 through March 15. An average of available days attended 
was then calculated for each student, school, and cluster. Table 6 demonstrates how data 
were collected for five sample students. 
Evaluate and Analyze the Data 
No hypotheses were tested. In this study, the independent variable was 
participation in the after school program barticipation vs. non-participation), and the 
dependent variable was the result on the Grade 4 NJASK-proficient or not proficient. A 
t test measures differences between means of interval level data; the data in this study 
were dichotomous, not interval. 
Correlations between attendance and test results were calculated in the present 
study. "The correlation coefficient is the descriptive statistic that measures the degree of 
the relationship between two variables" (Hurlburt, 2006, p. 389). The independent 
variables were attendance in the after school program and the mean number of days of 
attendance; the dependent variable was the student's score on the Grade 4 NJ ASK- 
proficient or not proficient. Data were entered into an Excel spreadsheet for analysis, and 
data were converted to numbers; however, the t test analysis yielded 0. The correlation 
approached +l. 
Limitations of the Study 
Although this study has implications for research and program development, 
several limitations were noted. In particular, this case study lacks generalizability to 
private schools, to other school years, to other school districts, and to other states. 
Limitations were related to the ex post facto nature of the study and the case study design 
that sought only to explore the single phenomenon of the PEP-21 program that operated 
for 2 years in Paterson, New Jersey. 
Table 6 
Data Collection Template 
-- 
Year 
Student ID 2003-2004a 2004-20058 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 
Grade 
Grade 4 NJ ASK score 
1 Score 
2 Score 
3 Score 
4 Score 
5 Score 
Number of days attended 
Year 1 Year 2 Total % o f  possible 
(n = 80) (n = 80) (n= 160) days 
" Year 1 and Year 2 of PEP-2 1. 
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
Overview 
As delineated in Chapter 3, this chapter reports the results of data analysis 
conducted on the PEP-21 after school program that operated for 2 years in Paterson, New 
Jersey. The first section shows enrollment data for the 2003-2004 school year, the first 
year of the PEP-2 1 program. The data following are of attendance in PEP-2 1 and test 
results from the NJ ASK by individuals, schools, and administrative clusters. The 
statistical analysis is then reported. Finally, the findings related to the correlates of 
achievement are noted. 
Enrollment 
Tables 7 through 10 reveal a school district that is more than 90% minority, 
especially Black and Hispanic. Table 7 further indicates that children leave school when 
they are permitted to do so at the age of 16 (Ellenbogen, James, & Peckman, 2001), 
between grades 10 and 11. This is characterized by the sudden drop in enrollment from 
1,764 10th graders to 993 1 lth graders; however, this number stabilizes as reflected in the 
enrollment of 970 12th-grade students. Students with lEPs were represented by only 
4.6% of Paterson's students during 2003-2004, compared to the national average of 
11.6% (National Center for Education Statistics, 2006b). In 2004, the National Center for 
Education Statistics (2007) reported that 52.9% of urban school children were eligible for 
free- or reduced-price lunch; the overall percentage was 40.7%. In Paterson, 62.7% of 
children enrolled were eligible for free or low cost lunch. 
An examination of Table 8 revealed that the racelethnicity proportions of the 
participating PEP-21 schools were similar to those of the district as a whole. Within 
clusters, some differences appeared between the proportions of Black or Hispanic 
students; however, the total of both groups equaled the district's total of both groups. In 
other words, some schools may have more Black than Hispanic students and vice-versa, 
but the overall proportion is always near or above 90%. The same was true for PEP-21 
enrollment (Table 9). 
The proportion of students eligible for free- and reduced-price lunch is not 
available specifically for PEP-2 1 students; however, these data are available for 
participating schools. The schools ranged from a low of 5 1 .O% eligible for School 30 in 
Cluster 4 to a high of 80.3% for School 8 in Cluster 2. The average for all participating 
schools was 67.3% of enrolled students eligible for free- or reduced-price lunch. Based 
on the data provided in tables 7-10, it is clear that Paterson Public Schools can be 
characterized as consisting of high-minority, poverty-stricken, urban schools. Those 
selected for PEP-21, in addition to those characteristics, also failed to meet AYP during 
the 2002-2003 school year. 
Paterson Public Schools 2003-2004 Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity and Grade Level 
White Black Hispanic Other 
Grade Level Enrollment n YO n YO n Yo n YO 
Pre-K-K 2,169 204 9.4 725 33.4 1,181 54.4 49 2.3 
1 2,264 159 7.0 75 1 33.2 1,282 56.6 72 3.2 
2 2,164 134 6.2 754 34.8 1,231 56.9 45 2.1 
3 2,119 121 5.7 809 38.2 1,125 53.1 64 3.0 
4 2,119 101 4.8 768 36.2 1,205 56.9 45 2.1 
5 2,188 106 4.8 824 37.7 1,196 54.7 62 2.8 
6 2,072 113 5.5 83 1 40.1 1,082 52.2 46 2.2 
7 2,078 102 4.9 798 38.4 1,118 53.8 60 2.9 
8 2,147 118 5.5 78 1 36.4 1,201 55.9 47 2.2 
9 2,113 115 5.4 824 39.0 1,133 53.6 4 1 1.9 
10 1,764 84 4.8 713 40.4 917 52.0 50 2.8 
11 993 62 6.2 397 40.0 496 49.9 3 8 3.8 
12 970 56 5.8 359 37.0 514 53.0 4 1 4.2 
Special Education 1,287 96 7.5 609 47.3 560 43.5 22 1.7 
District Total 26,447 1,571 5.9 9,943 37.6 14,241 53.8 682 2.6 
Table 8 
2003-2004 PEP-21 School Enrollment by School, Cluster, and Race/Ethnicity Compared to District Totals 
White Black Hispanic Other SE* 
Cluster School Grade Level Enrollment n % n YO n YO n YO n YO 
26 K-8 + SE 578 7 1.2 381 65.9 188 32.5 2 0.3 16 2.8 
Total 2,359 22 0.9 1,427 60.5 902 38.2 8 0.3 104 4.4 
2 4 5-8 + SE 606 10 1.7 410 67.7 178 29.4 8 1.3 74 12.2 
5 K-8 + SE 1,204 92 7.6 194 16.1 722 60.0 193 16.0 69 5.7 
8 K-8 628 48 7.6 83 13.2 496 79.0 1 0.2 0 0 
10 K-8+SE 801 10 1.2 439 54.8 352 43.9 0 0 37 4.6 
Total 3,239 160 4.9 1,126 34.8 1,748 54.0 202 6.2 180 5.6 
3 12 K-8 715 17 2.4 395 55.2 303 42.4 0 0 0 0 
13 K-8+SE 84 1 11 1.3 469 55.8 336 40.0 25 3.0 9 1.1 
14 1-4 215 6 2.8 53 24.7 152 70.7 4 1.9 0 0 
33 Pre-K-4 + SE 382 9 2.4 168 44.0 205 53.7 0 0 50 13.1 
Total 2,153 43 2.0 1,085 50.4 996 46.3 29 1.3 59 2.7 
4 15 K-8 + SE 1,039 18 1.7 247 23.8 755 72.7 19 1.8 47 4.5 
20 K-8 + SE 562 7 1.2 357 63.5 193 34.3 5 0.9 33 5.9 
24 K-8 732 8 1.1 108 14.8 613 83.7 3 0.4 0 0 
30 K-8 + SE 1,210 59 4.9 542 44.8 599 49.5 10 0.8 56 4.6 
Total 3,543 92 2.6 1,254 35.4 2,160 61.0 37 1 .O 136 3.8 
District 
School Grade Level 
Total 
* SE = Spc :cia1 Edu 
Pre-I 
SE 
cation 
Table 9 
2003-2004 PEP-21 Enrollment by School and Cluster by Race/Ethnicity Compared With Participating Schools and District Totals 
White Black Hispanic Other 
PEP-2 1 
Cluster School Grade Level Enrollment n % n % n Yo n YO 
1 6 K-8 + SE* 119 0 0 101 84.9 18 15.1 0 0 
11 1-8 + SE 156 1 0.6 28 17.9 127 81.4 0 0 
2 1 K-8 + SE 124 1 0.8 74 59.7 49 39.5 0 0 
26 K-8 + SE 111 0 0 85 76.6 26 23.4 0 0 
Total 510 2 0.4 288 56.5 220 43.1 0 0 
2 4 5-8 + SE 8 1 1 1.2 60 74.1 19 23.5 1 1.2 
5 K-8 + SE 1 74 2 1.1 3 1 17.8 129 74.1 12 6.9 
8 K-8 75 1 1.3 17 22.7 56 74.7 1 1.3 
10 K-8 + SE 123 1 0.8 58 47.2 64 52.0 0 0 
Total 453 5 1.1 166 36.6 268 59.2 14 3.1 
3 12 K- 8 113 1 0.9 45 39.8 67 59.3 0 0 
13 K-8 + SE 180 1 0.6 114 63.3 54 30.0 11 6.1 
14 1 -4 93 1 1.1 27 29.0 63 67.7 2 2.2 
33 Pre-K-4 + SE 150 0 0 68 45.3 82 54.7 0 0 
Total 536 3 0.6 254 47.4 266 49.6 13 2.4 
4 15 K-8 + SE 88 0 0 2 1 23.9 65 73.9 2 2.3 
20 K-8 + SE 114 0 0 78 68.4 35 30.7 1 0.9 
24 K-8 117 0 0 17 14.5 100 85.5 0 0 
30 K-8+SE 159 4 2.5 9 1 57.2 63 39.6 1 0.6 
Total 478 4 0.8 207 43.3 263 55.0 4 0.8 
White Black Hispanic Other 
PEP-2 1 
Cluster School Grade Level Enrollment n YO n % n YO n Yo 
PEP-2 1 
Total 16 Pre-K-8 + SE 1,977 14 0.7 915 46.3 1,017 51.4 31 1.6 
Schools 
Total 16 Pre-K-8 + SE 2,259 16 0.7 1,041 46.1 1,168 51.7 34 1.5 
District 
Total All Pre-K-12 + SE 26,447 1,581 6.0 9,943 37.6 14,241 53.8 682 2.6 
* SE = Special Education 
Table 10 
Free- and Reduced-Price Lunch and Chapter 1 Eligibility by PEP-21 Schools, Clusters, and Paterson Public School District 
Free Reduced Price Free + Reduced Price Chapter 1 
Cluster School Grade Level Enrollment n YO n % n % n Yo 
1 6 K-8 + SE* 607 353 58.2 30 4.9 383 63.1 607 100.0 
1 1  1-8 + SE 350 216 61.7 40 11.4 256 73.1 350 100.0 
2 1 K-8 + SE 824 408 49.5 112 13.6 520 63.1 824 100.0 
26 K-8 + SE 578 266 46.0 103 17.8 369 63.8 578 100.0 
Total 2,359 1,243 52.7 285 12.1 1,528 64.8 2,359 100.0 
10 K-8 + SE 80 1 47 1 58.8 80 10.0 55 1 68.8 80 1 100.0 
Total 3,239 2,012 62.1 363 11.2 2,375 73.3 3,236 100.0 
3 12 K-8 715 42 1 58.9 91 12.7 5 12 71.6 715 100.0 
13 K-8 + SE 84 1 457 54.3 11 1 13.2 568 67.5 84 1 100.0 
14 1 -4 215 97 45.1 20 9.3 117 54.4 215 100.0 
33 Pre-K-4 + SE 382 218 57.1 42 11.0 260 68.1 3 82 100.0 
Total 2,153 1,193 55.4 264 12.3 1,457 67.7 2,153 100.0 
Lunch 
Free Reduced Price Free + Reduced Price Chapter 1 
Cluster School Grade Level E ~ o l h e n t  n YO n YO n % n YO 
Total 3,543 1,864 52.6 374 10.6 2,238 63.2 3,543 100.0 
Schools 
Total 16 Pre-K-8 + SE 1 1,294 6,3 12 55.9 . 1,286 11.4 7,598 67.3 11,291 42.7** 
District 
Total All Pre-K-12 + SE 26,447 13,624 51.5 2,957 11.2 16,581 62.7 20,385 77.1** 
* SE = Suecia1 Education 
** percentage of School District 
Attendance and Test Results 
The criteria for inclusion of students in the analysis of PEP-21 attendance and test 
data were as follows: Students were included who (a) attended PEP-21 either 1 or 2 years 
(2003-2004 andlor 2004-2005), (b) attended Paterson Public Schools from 2003-2004 
through 2007-2008, (c) were not eligible for special education services, and (d) were not 
considered Limited English Proficient (LEP). In addition, School #4 in Cluster #2 
enrolled students only in grades 5-8; therefore, those students were not expected to take 
NJ ASK, a fourth-grade test. As a result, School #4 students were excluded from the 
analysis. 
Of the 1,873 student records pulled, all students attended PEP-21 either 1 or 2 
years, 1 16 (6.2%) did not attend Paterson Public Schools for the entire period under 
study, 22 (1.2%) were identified as eligible for special education services, and 27 (1.4%) 
were considered LEP. The resulting 1,708 (91.2%) students hlfilled all eligibility 
criteria, and their data were analyzed for this study. 
Data were analyzed first by individual student (Table 1 I), then by participating 
PEP-21 school (Tables 12-26), and frnally by administrative cluster (Tables 27-30). 
Cluster #1 included schools 6, 11,21, and 26; Cluster #2, schools 4, 5, 8, and 10; Cluster 
#3, schools 12, 13, 14, and 33; and Cluster #4, schools 15,20,24, and 30. School #4 in 
Cluster #2 was excluded from the analysis because its grade levels precluded students 
from taking the NJ ASK. Results are presented in Tables 11-30, showing the number of 
PEP-21 students per grade for Years 1-5 of the study; number of fourth-grade students 
passing (proficient) or failing (not proficient) the NJ ASK during Years 1-5; the range, 
total number, and mean of the number of days students attended PEP-21; and the total 
number of students who attended PEP-21 during Year 1 and Year 2, the only years of 
PEP-21's operation. In Table 3 1, PEP-21 attendance data for fourth-grade students are 
isolated and analyzed in relation to their proficiency or non-proficiency NJ ASK score 
and the year they took the test. 
Individual Data 
This analysis reports data on 1,708 students who attended PEP-21 (Table 11). 
Students are double-counted: 1,032 attended PEP-21 during Year 1 and had daily 
attendance records, and 1,372 attended during Year 2 and had daily attendance records; 
therefore, 340 more students attended during Year 2 than Year 1, an increase of 32.9%. 
The average number of days attended during Year 1 was 73.0 out of a possible 80 
(91.3%); in Year 2, 72.9 (91.1%). 
For Year 1, enrollment by grade and test scores were reported for 1,05 1 students; 
19 student records did not indicate days of attendance in PEP-21. Of 1,05 1 students, 73 
(6.9%) were in Grade 1,273 (26.0%) in Grade 2,434 (41.3%) in Grade 3, and 271 
(25.8%) in Grade 4. For Year 1, NJ ASK scores were reported for 271 fourth-grade 
students; 169 (62.4%) were scored as proficient, 95 (35.1 %) as not proficient. 
For Year 2, enrollment by grade and test scores were reported for 1,437 students; 
65 student records did not indicate days of attendance in PEP-21. Of 1,437 students, 60 
(4.2%) were in Grade 1,335 (23.3%) in Grade 2,450 (31.3%) in Grade 3, and 592 
(41.2%) in Grade 4. For Year 2, NJ ASK scores were reported for 592 fourth-grade 
students; 377 (63.7%) were scored as proficient, 159 (26.9%) as not proficient. 
The effects of attendance in PEP-21 were reported in fourth-grade test scores for 
3 subsequent years. In Year 3,234 (52.5%) were proficient; in Year 4,212 (63.5%) were 
proficient; in Year 5,44 (73.3%) fourth-grade students who had attended PEP-21 were 
proficient. 
Table 1 1 
Student Attendance and Test Results by Individual Student 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 73 273 434 27 1 657 
Year 2 2004-2005 60 335 450 592 271 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 60 337 446 865 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 6 1 334 1,313 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 60 1,648 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 169 95 1,437 7 
Year 2 2004-2005 377 159 1,116 56 
Year 3 2005-2006 234 123 1,262 89 
Year 4 2006-2007 212 94 1,374 28 
Year 5 2007-2008 44 12 1,648 4 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s - *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 43-79 75,354 1,032 73.0 
Year 2 2004-2005 34-79 99,997 1,372 72.9 
** 
Not applicable 
**. 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
School Data 
Data are reported by school in sequence numerically and within cluster (Tables 
12-26). School #4 was excluded because its students are enrolled only in grades 5-8; 
therefore, they did not take the fourth-grade NJ ASK test. Data from 15 schools within 
four clusters were tabulated. 
Attendance in PEP-21 increased from Year 1 to Year 2 in all schools except two: 
(a) School #11 decreased from 70 to 67 students, and (b) School #8 decreased from 79 to 
68 students. Average daily attendance was lowest in School #21 during Year 1 at 71.6 
days, and it was highest in School #12 during Year 2 at 74.9 days. 
NJ ASK proficiency levels were reported for 15 elementary schools that had 
failed AYP only for fourth-grade students who took the test and had been enrolled in 
PEP-21 for either one or both of the years of its existence. Consequently, numbers are 
low because PEP-21 enrolled children in grades 1-8, although Grade 4 was targeted. 
Anomalies were present in several schools as a result of small sample sizes of Grade 4 
students during a given year (#6, #12, #26, #21) and an overall failure to improve during 
a given year (#15, #20, #24, #30). For example, School #6 had more not proficient than 
proficient student NJ ASK scores for the first 3 years studied; however, for the fourth 
year, all 11 students were proficient, and in Year 5, twice as many students were 
proficient as were not proficient. Conversely, in School #11, more students were 
proficient than not proficient every year under study; in Year 5, however, no scores were 
reported because all 92 students who attended PEP-2 1 in years 1 and 2 had moved 
beyond Grade 4. 
Typically, the number of proficient scores on the Grade 4 NJ ASK exceeded the 
number of not proficient scores in each school for all 5 reported years. Some anomalies 
occurred, however, in which the number of not proficient students exceeded the number 
of proficient students in at least 1 year. For example, in addition to those noted for 
schools #6 and #11 in the previous paragraph, in Year 1, School #26 had four proficient 
students and six not proficient ones, a difference of two students. In all other years, the 
typical pattern was exhibited for this school. Similarly, School #21 had six students 
report not proficient scores in Year 3, and five students had a proficient score, a 
difference of one student. 
In Year 4, School #12 had more students with not proficient scores than 
proficient: four not proficient and two proficient, a difference of two students. In Year 2, 
Year 3, and Year 5, School #15 had more not proficient than proficient students, and the 
differences were dramatic. In Year 2,20 students were not proficient compared to 13 who 
were proficient; in Year 3, the ratio was 15:lO; in Year 5, 14:2. Grade 4 students in 
School #20 showed similar data for all 4 years that fourth graders who had attended PEP- 
21 were tested. The ratio of not proficient to proficient students was as follows: (a) Year 
1, 12:s; @) Year 2,22:19; (c) Year 3,20:14; and (d) Year 4,24:4. The only atypical year 
for school #24 was Year 1 when 23 Grade 4 students scored not proficient on the NJ 
ASK, and 17 scored proficient, a difference of 6 students. Finally, School #30 exhibited 
more not proficient students only in years 1 and 5: In Year 1, 14 students were not 
proficient, and 13 students were proficient; in Year 5, five students were not proficient, 
and 1 student was proficient. 
Table 12 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #6 (Cluster # I )  
' Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 3 11 2 1 7 17 
Year 2 2004-2005 6 14 11 21 7 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 6 14 11 28 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 6 14 3 9 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 6 53 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 2 5 52 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 9 11 3 8 1 
Year 3 2005-2006 2 7 48 2 
Year 4 2006-2007 11 0 45 3 
Year 5 2007-2008 4 2 53 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 7 1-77 2,972 4 1 72.5 
Year 2 2004-2005 7 1-77 3,688 51 72.3 
t* 
'Not applicable 
*.* 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 13 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #I1 (Cluster #I) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 18 28 24 22 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 22 19 27 24 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 22 18 52 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 22 70 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 92 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 17 7 68 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 20 7 65 0 
Year 3 2005-2006 11 2 74 5 
Year 4 2006-2007 18 3 70 1 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 92 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-79 5,166 70 73.8 
Year 2 2004-2005 56-79 4,968 67 74.1 
'Not auulicable 
*I 
I*. 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 14 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #21 (Cluster #1) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year I 2003-2004 2 15 29 12 11 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 13 15 29 12 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 13 15 4 1 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 13 56 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 69 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 6 3 57 3 
Year 2 2004-2005 15 14 40 0 
Year 3 2005-2006 5 6 54 4 
Year 4 2006-2007 11 1 56 1 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 69 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ c * '  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 46-79 3,721 52 71.6 
Year 2 2004-2005 57-77 4,124 57 72.4 
*. 
'Not applicable 
I*. 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 15 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #26 (Cluster # I )  
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 17 3 8 10 29 
Year 2 2004-2005 11 18 18 37 10 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 11 18 17 48 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 10 19 65 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 11 83 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 4 6 84 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 18 12 57 7 
Year 3 2005-2006 5 2 77 10 
Year 4 2006-2007 13 5 75 1 
Year 5 2007-2008 10 0 83 1 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 65-79 4,745 65 73.0 
Year 2 2004-2005 64-78 5,446 75 72.6 
Not aoolicable 
t* 
.** 
Ejo data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 16 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #5 (Cluster #2) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 32 3 3 0 3 6 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 13 44 44 0 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 13 44 44 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 0 101 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 101 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 0 100 1 
Year 2 2004-2005 28 9 57 7 
Year 3 2005-2006 22 11 57 11 
Year 4 2006-2007 12 1 88 0 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 101 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 43-78 4,619 64 72.2 
Year 2 2004-2005 34-78 6,544 9 1 71.9 
** 
'Not applicable 
*** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 17 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #8 (Cluster #2) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 9 25 47 41 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 24 19 32 47 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 25 18 79 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 24 98 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 122 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 37 9 75 1 
Year 2 2004-2005 20 7 90 5 
Year 3 2005-2006 10 2 104 6 
Year 4 2006-2007 19 3 98 2 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 122 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 7 1-77 5,825 79 73.7 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-77 5,019 68 73.8 
'Not applicable 
" No data 
I*. 80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 18 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #10 (Cluster #2) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 2 21 34 23 77 
Year 2 2004-2005 11 32 39 52 23 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 11 33 3 8 75 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 13 30 114 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 11 146 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 20 3 134 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 3 5 10 105 7 
Year 3 2005-2006 2 1 9 119 8 
Year 4 2006-2007 26 2 127 2 
Year 5 2007-2008 11 0 146 0 
PEP-2 1 Range D ~ ~ F *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 5,693 77 73.9 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 9,101 124 73.4 
I* 
Not applicable 
I** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 19 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School # I 2  (Cluster #3) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 15 22 0 25 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 6 24 32 0 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 6 24 32 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 6 56 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 62 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 0 62 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 22 3 30 7 
Year 3 2005-2006 15 4 3 8 5 
Year 4 2006-2007 2 4 56 0 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 62 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 2,734 37 73.9 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-77 4,122 55 74.9 
It 
'Not applicable 
*** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 20 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #13 (Cluster #3) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 9 18 36 4 36 
Year 2 2004-2005 6 19 26 48 4 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 6 19 26 52 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 6 19 78 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 6 97 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 4 0 99 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 34 9 55 5 
Year 3 2005-2006 11 11 77 4 
Year 4 2006-2007 10 2 84 7 
Year 5 2007-2008 4 2 97 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ < * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 4,783 65 73.6 
Year 2 2004-2005 7 1-78 6,846 93 73.6 
' ~ o t  applicable 
.* 
tt* 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 2 1 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #14 (Cluster #3) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 12 23 34 15 43 
Year 2 2004-2005 8 22 36 46 15 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 8 22 3 6 61 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 8 22 97 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 8 119 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 11 2 112 2 
Year 2 2004-2005 37 5 81 4 
Year 3 2005-2006 21 4 9 1 11 
Year 4 2006-2007 15 1 105 6 
Year 5 2007-2008 7 1 119 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ c * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 5,954 81 73.5 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 7,856 107 73.4 
' ~ o t  aoolicable 
*I 
I** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 22 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #33 (Cluster #3) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 28 4 1 4 1 28 56 
Year 2 2004-2005 9 44 59 54 28 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 9 44 59 82 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 9 44 141 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 9 185 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 23 5 166 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 42 5 140 7 
Year 3 2005-2006 48 7 135 4 
Year 4 2006-2007 3 1 9 150 4 
Year 5 2007-2008 5 1 185 3 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 10,075 137 73.5 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 11,477 157 73.1 
I* 
'Not applicable 
*.. No data 80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 23 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #I5 (Cluster #4) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 4 13 13 64 
Year 2 2004-2005 3 16 27 3 5 13 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 3 16 27 48 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 3 16 75 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 4 90 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 7 6 81 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 13 20 59 2 
Year 3 2005-2006 10 15 64 2 
Year 4 2006-2007 2 14 78 0 
Year 5 2007-2008 1 1 91 1 
PEP-21 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 2,184 30 72.8 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 5,829 80 72.9 
' ~ o t  a~nlicable 
** 
.** 
No d i t i  
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 24 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #20 (Cluster #4) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 3 20 28 20 60 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 28 40 43 20 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 28 40 63 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 28 103 
II Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 131 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 8 12 11 1 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 19 22 8 8 2 
Year 3 2005-2006 14 20 9 1 6 
Year 4 2006-2007 4 24 103 0 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 131 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * ,  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-76 5,147 7 1 72.5 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-77 8,066 11 1 72.7 
.. 
'Not applicable 
*** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 25 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #24 (Cluster #4) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 0 13 32 40 68 
Year 2 2004-2005 0 29 34 50 40 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 0 29 34 90 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 0 29 124 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 0 153 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 17 23 113 0 
Year 2 2004-2005 41 8 103 1 
I Year 3 2005-2006 17 10 119 7 
Year 4 2006-2007 19 10 124 0 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 153 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 6,207 85 73.0 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 8,263 113 73.1 
*. 
' Not applicable 
*** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 26 
Student Attendance and Test Results by School: School #30 (Cluster #4) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 14 16 20 28 72 
Year 2 2004-2005 6 3 5 39 42 28 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 6 35 3 9 70 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 6 3 5 109 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 6 144 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 13 14 122 1 
Year 2 2004-2005 24 17 108 1 
Year 3 2005-2006 22 13 111 4 
Year 4 2006-2007 19 15 115 1 
Year 5 2007-2008 1 5 144 0 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 5,529 76 72.8 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-77 8,648 119 72.7 
t* 
'Not applicable 
.** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Cluster Data 
Data are reported by administrative cluster sequentially in Tables 27-30. Four 
clusters were tabulated. 
Attendance in PEP-21 increased from Year 1 to Year 2 in all clusters, most 
notably in Cluster 4, from 262 to 423, an increase of 61.5%. Average daily attendance 
was lowest in Cluster 2 for both years: 72.7 days during Year 1 and 72.5 days in Year 2. 
Cluster 3 had the highest attendance for both years: 73.6 days in Year 1 and 73.4 days in 
Year 2. 
In reporting NJ ASK proficiency levels, one cluster demonstrated anomalies-the 
number of not proficient students exceeded the number of proficient students in at least 1 
year. For example, Cluster 4 reported 45 proficient students and 55 not proficient 
students in Year 1,44 proficient and 63 not proficient students in Year 4, and three 
proficient students and six not proficient students in Year 5. All other clusters reported 
more proficient than not proficient scores in all years of the study. 
Table 27 
Student Attendance and Test Results by Cluster: Cluster #I (Schools 6, 11, 21, and 26) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 5 61 115 53 79 
Year 2 2004-2005 17 67 63 113 5 3 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 17 67 6 1 168 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 16 68 229 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 17 296 
NJ ASK Proficient Not N/A x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 29 2 1 260 3 
Year 2 2004-2005 6 1 44 200 8 
Year 3 2005-2006 23 17 252 2 1 
Year 4 2006-2007 53 9 245 6 
Year 5 2007-2008 14 2 296 1 
PEP-21 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 46-79 16,533 227 72.8 
Year 2 2004-2005 56-78 18,152 250 72.6 
.* 
'Not applicable 
**I 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 28 
Student Attendance and Test Results by Cluster: Cluster #2 (Schools 5, 8, and 10) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 N/A* 
Year 1 2003-2004 2 62 92 70 154 
Year 2 2004-2005 11 69 102 128 70 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 11 71 100 198 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 13 67 300 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 11 369 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA XI* 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 57 12 310 1 
Year 2 2004-2005 83 26 252 19 
Year 3 2005-2006 53 22 280 25 
Year 4 2006-2007 57 6 313 4 
Year 5 2007-2008 1 1  0 369 0 
PEP-2 I Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 43-78 16,137 222 72.7 
I Year 2 2004-2005 34-78 20.664 285 72.5 
.. 
'Not applicable 
I 
*.* 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Note. School #4 was excluded from the analysis because it enrolled only grades 5-8 and did not test with 
NJ ASK, a state-mandated fourth-grade test. 
Table 29 
Student Attendance and Test Results by Cluster: Cluster #3 (Schools 12, 13, 14, and 33) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 49 97 133 47 160 
Year 2 2004-2005 23 9 1 145 180 47 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 23 9 1 145 230 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 23 9 1 372 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 23 463 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 3 8 7 43 8 2 
Year 2 2004-2005 135 22 306 23 
Year 3 2005-2006 95 26 341 24 
Year 4 2006-2007 58 16 395 17 
Year 5 2007-2008 16 4 463 3 
PEP-2 1 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 23,546 320 73.6 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 30,301 413 73.4 
t* 
'Not applicable 
*** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Table 30 
Student Attendance and Test Results by Cluster: Cluster #4 (Schools 15, 20, 24, and 30) 
Grade School year 1 2 3 4 NIA* 
Year 1 2003-2004 17 53 93 101 264 
Year 2 2004-2005 9 108 140 170 101 
Year 3 2005-2006 0 9 108 140 271 
Year 4 2006-2007 0 0 9 108 41 1 
Year 5 2007-2008 0 0 0 9 519 
NJ ASK Proficient Not NIA x** 
Proficient 
Year 1 2003-2004 45 55 427 1 
Year 2 2004-2005 97 67 358 6 
Year 3 2005-2006 63 58 388 19 
Year 4 2006-2007 44 63 420 1 
Year 5 2007-2008 3 6 519 0 
PEP-21 Range ~ a ~ s * * *  n M 
Attendance 
Year 1 2003-2004 71-78 19,067 262 72.8 
Year 2 2004-2005 71-78 30,806 423 72.8 
'Not applicable 
*I 
*** 
No data 
80 days per year for 2 years 
Statistical Analysis 
The plan had been to conduct a t test to explore the relationship between Grade 4 
NJ ASK score and participation in PEP-21. Because numerical scores were not available, 
a t test, a comparative test of means, was not calculated. Scores on NJ ASK were reported 
only as proficient or not proficient. 
A correlation coefficient was calculated to investigate the degree of relationship 
between the number of days attended in PEP 21 and proficiency on the NJ ASK. Tables 
31 and 32 report the data on which this calculation was based. For Years 1-5, the number 
of fourth-grade students who took the NJ ASK and attended PEP-21 was identified. Their 
scores were recorded as either proficient or not proficient, and the percentage of each NJ 
ASK score option was determined. The number of students for whom no record was 
available is also indicated as a percentage of the whole group. 
For students who were in the fourth grade in Year 1 ,  only the first year of 
attendance mattered because that was the point at which they took the NJ ASK. For 
fourth graders in subsequent years, the total number of days of attendance in PEP-21 was 
reported. The program operated during Year 1 and Year 2. The number of days of 
attendance was noted for proficient students and for not proficient students, and then the 
number of days per student was calculated for students in each score category. The 
correlation was then calculated for proficient (r = 0.98) and not proficient (r = 0.96) 
students. While days of attendance appears to be highly correlated to test score, no 
difference appeared between proficient and not proficient students in relation to days 
attended. 
In Table 32, the number of students who took the NJ ASK and for whom PEP-21 
attendance data were available are aggregated by year of data collection. As a result, only 
those students for whom all NJ ASK and attendance data are available are included in 
this analysis. A visual inspection revealed that average daily attendance was greater for 
students who scored proficient in every year studied. ANOVA confirmed the statistical 
significance at the .O1 level, F(1,8) = 21.01, p = .002. A 2-tailed t test provided the same 
level of significance. 
Table 3 1 
Grade 4 NJ ASK Projciency and Number of Days Attended in PEP-21 
Year 1 Year2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
NJ ASK n % n % n % n YO n % 
4th-graders 271 100.0 591 100.0 446 100.0 334 100.0 60 100.00 
Proficient 169 62.4 376 63.6 234 52.5 212 63.5 44 73.3 
Not proficient 95 35.1 159 26.9 123 27.6 94 28.1 12 20.0 
No record 7 2.6 56 9.5 89 20.0 28 8.4 4 6.7 
Table 32 
PEP-21 Attendance of Grade 4 Students by Testing Year, Proficiency Level, and Attendance Year 
PEP-21 Year 1 PEP-2 1 Year 2 Total Days 
Testing Year 
and Proficiency N Range Days M Days N Range Days M Days Days M Days 
Year 1 
Proficient 165 54-78 12,098 73.3 NIA NIA N/A N/A 12,098 73.3 
Not proficient 95 7 1-77 6,819 71.8 NIA NIA NIA NIA 6,819 71.8 
Year 2 
Proficient 277 71-79 20,465 73.9 376 7 1-79 27,473 73.1 47,938 73.4 
Not proficient 103 71-78 7,458 72.4 158 71-78 1 1,480 72.7 18,938 72.6 
Year 3 
Proficient 135 65-79 9,908 73.4 233 57-78 17,099 73.4 27,007 73.4 
Not proficient 154 71-77 3,926 72.7 123 7 1-77 8,941 72.7 12,867 72.7 
Year 4 
Proficient 47 71-77 3,431 73 .O 210 71-78 15,356 73.1 18,787 73.1 
Not proficient 15 71-78 1,091 72.7 93 71-77 6,740 72.5 7,831 72.5 
Year 5 
Proficient NIA NIA NIA NIA 43 7 1-77 3,149 73.2 3,149 73.2 
Not proficient NIA NIA NIA NIA 12 7 1-76 872 72.7 872 72.7 
Correlates of Achievement 
The PEP-21 program was implemented during the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 
school years in response to the failure of 13 Paterson elementary schools to meet AYP in 
the 2002-2003 school year. The researcher's role in PEP-21 was to supervise the 
program. 
Before determining and defining the research question for this study, the first step 
in the methodology, it was important to ascertain what was already known about the 
quality of the PEP-21 program. This action was in response to the claim by Kotloff and 
Korom-Djakovic (2010) that successll OST programs must be of quality. This step 
necessitated an investigation into the quality of the PEP-21 program which was 
undetermined due to lack of a formal comprehensive program evaluation. Consequently, 
four measures were examined that had already been accomplished: (a) a parent 
satisfaction questionnaire, (b) a teacher survey, (c) an outcome evaluation of the math 
curriculum by Plato who provided it, and (d) the supervisor's report of program 
accomplishments. Students were not surveyed because of the complexity of doing so 
resulting from the age and reading ability range of the children. 
The second step was to investigate the presence of correlates of achievement as 
shown in Table 3 (Barton, 2003). Finally, data from the Grade 4 NJ ASK were related to 
PEP-21 attendance (Table 3 1). Also included were participant and nonparticipant 
demographics including numbers, racelethnicity, and free- or reduced-price lunch status 
(Tables 7-1 0). 
PEP-21 Program Description 
The PEP-21 program was created for the elementary school students in 16 of 
Paterson's schools that included the 13 elementary schools that had failed to meet AYP in 
the 2002-2003 school year. Paterson Public Schools received $4 million in federal funds 
administered by the State of New Jersey to serve these schools. Approximately $2.1 
million was allotted for the 2003-2004 school year and was designated for an after school 
program and summer school to serve approximately 2,000 students. The cost per student 
was approximately $1,300, and students and families paid no fees for participation. 
Leadership responsibilities were included in the PEP-21 supervisor's administrative 
salary; each cluster supervisor was paid $34 per hour in out-of-contract pay; each teacher 
was paid $33 per hour in out-of-contract pay. 
No child who wished to participate was turned away, and retention was not an 
issue because children and their friends attended together. No transportation was required 
because students attended PEP-21 at their home schools after the regular school day. 
Paterson Public Schools is a walking district in that children are not transported from 
their homes to school except in very unusual circumstances or by reason of disability. 
Children attended PEP-21 at the suggestion of their teachers and because it was free. 
Many parents considered it to be an alternative to babysitting. Any other level of support 
from parents cannot be determined from available data or surveys. 
For administrative reasons, the 16 schools were grouped in clusters of four 
schools each. Each cluster was coordinated by a coordinator who reported to the PEP-21 
supervisor in person on a daily basis. About 10-1 1 staff members were assigned to each 
participating school. Teachers and PEP-21 coordinators were recommended by their 
principals and were then hand-picked by the researcher who supervised the program. All 
participating staff were trained on two Saturdays in Plato curriculum and received other 
training for the program using a trainer-of-trainers (TOTS) model. A technology specialist 
was also on staff for 2 hours per day during PEP-21 program hours and rotated his time 
among the schools as needed. The teacher-student ratio was approximately 1:15. 
PEP-21 teachers were monitored daily and formally assessed monthly by cluster 
coordinators. Cluster coordinators reported daily to the PEP-2 1 supervisor and were 
formally observed monthly. The SES Operations Manual (Calabria, 2003) provided 
instructions and forms necessary for observations and all other program activities and 
reporting. 
PEP-21 was held Monday-Thursday from 3:OO-6:00 p.m. from November l- 
March 15 during the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 school years, ending each year in March 
with the administration of the NJ ASK. Each 3-hour session was divided into three time 
periods. In the first time period, children gathered in a large room to do their homework, 
and all staff worked with them. Activities conducted during the second period included a 
variety of games and other activities such as cooking and sewing. In addition, Play 
Stations were available that had the Plato curriculum, and teachers assisted students as 
necessary. Physical activity occurred during the final hour, and each school's gym was 
available to PEP-21 for that purpose. Each child had to be picked up from the program by 
a responsible adult, providing an opportunity for staff to interact with parents andlor 
guardians on a daily basis. Data for the first year of the PEP-21 program are shown in 
Table 8 by school, cluster, and district for elementary schools only. 
Parent Satisfaction Questionnaire 
At the end of the first year, parents were surveyed to determine their attitudes 
towards PEP-21. Approximately 92 parents participated with this 10-item, 4-point Likert- 
type survey. The areas of least agreement-fewer than 80.0% either agreed or strongly 
agreed with the statement-were (a) "Because my child attends the program, I talk more 
with hi or her about school and homework" (75.6% agreed) and (b) "I feel at ease 
talking to staff members about my concerns" (55.4% agreed). In addition, comments 
about the greatest strengths of the program included communication with parents, and the 
improvement suggested was to continue the program into summer. Results of the 10 
satisfaction questions are reported in Table 33. 
Teacher Survey 
Classroom teachers responded to 10 yes-no statements about improvement in 
behaviors they observed among students who attended PEP-21. Homework completion 
with quality was by far the greatest improvement, while class participation was the 
lowest. These results are displayed in Table 34. 
Table 33 
Parent Satisfaction Survey (n  = 92) 
Statement % Agree 
1. I am familiar with the program and what the program can offer to the 92.4 
community. 
2. I feel that while my child attends the program, he or she is in a safe, secure, and 100.0 
supervised environment. 
3. I have visited the program and was greeted in a warm and friendly manner by 87.1 
the staff. 
4. Because my child attends the program, I talk more with him or her about school 75.6 
and homework. 
5. My child enjoys attending the program. 100.0 
6. I look forward to my child's attending the summer program. 96.7 
7. There is someone available during program hours to answer my questions about 96.6 
my child and the program in general. 
8.1  feel at ease talking to staff members about my concerns. 55.4 
9. My child's in-school performance has improved since he or she started 82.6 
attending the program. 
10. My child enjoys the nutritional snack that is served each day. 100.0 
Table 34 
Teacher Survey (n = 73) 
- -  
Statement of behavior % Yes 
1. Improved in turning in his or her homework on time. 89.0 
2. Improved in completing homework to your satisfaction. 100.0 
3. Improved in participating in class. 69.9 
4. Improved in volunteering (e.g., for extra credit or more responsibilities). 79.5 
5. Improved in attending class regularly. 
6. Improved in being attentive in class. 
7. Improved in behaving well in class. 
8. Had classroom academic performance that was satisfactory or better. 
9. Improved in coming to school readylprepared to learn. 
10. Improved in getting along well with other students. 
Plato Math Curriculum Evaluation 
According to the PEP-21 math curriculum description (Calabria, 2003), its first 
goal was to aid in students' passing statewide, local, and program math assessments. The 
second goal was "to provide students with lifelong mathematics critical thinking skills, 
such as problem solving, reasoning, and making mathematical connections" (p. 1). To 
accomplish these goals, students were combined into individual, small group, and whole 
group instruction activities, among them the Plato Achieve Now program delivered 
through Playstation computer games. The Plato system used New Jersey Statewide 
Standards for their benchmark assessments and programs. 
Results were reported in summary and indicated that during the 2003-2004 school 
year, Plato administered more than 5,000 benchmark tests to students in grades 2-7 at 
three points over a 5-month period. Professional development was also provided to tutors 
in the PEP-21 program. Success was ascertained through eduTest scores and individual 
test scores from the NJ ASK. Generally, students showed gains in math scores on both 
eduTest and NJ ASK. 
Supervisor's Report of Accomplishments 
In a formative evaluation, the supervisor of PEP-21, the researcher of the present 
study, reported on the accomplishments of the program at the end of the 2003-2004 
session. In terms of program organization, he reported that more than 2,000 Paterson 
children received services through PEP-21, the program was located in 16 Category 1 
schools, and he supervised 4 cluster supervisors, 16 site managers, 168 after school 
teachers, 48 instructional assistants, 69 high school student tutors, 5 college students, 2 
office specialists, and 1 educational technology specialist. 
The program was lauded by others, but the artifacts are no longer available. For 
example, letters of support had been received by the supervisor from principals, teachers, 
parents, and students, praising the PEP-21 program's fust year. These letters have been 
lost during the time since the program occurred. In terms of program implementation, 
however, the supervisor indicated that: 
* PEP-21 is one of the largest programs in the history of Paterson Public Schools, 
serving more than 2,000 students. 
Four different academic sessions were held during the 2003-2004 school year 
with testing after each session. 
Teachers, who completed training in instruction, evaluation, and teambuilding, 
noted increased frequency of homework completion and greater self-esteem and 
confidence among participants. 
Reports on PEP-21 were distributed to parents, principals, and district 
administrators. 
Parental contact and communication increased, necessitated by the need to pick 
a child up in person at the end of each day. 
A band, clubs, and various teams were formed during recreation hours in PEP- 
21. 
= The High School Tutor Program component of PEP-21 helped high school 
student participants fulfill their community service requirement while 
increasing staff size and lowering staff-student ratio. 
Multiple PEP-21 programs were coordinated with their respective day schools 
to better serve students in need. 
PEP-21 partnership members provided literacy education; integrated health, 
education, and social services; recreation and cultural programs; summer and 
weekend programs in conjunction with recreation programs; nutrition and 
health programs; telecommunications and technology education for individuals 
of all ages; support and training for childcare providers; services for high 
school dropouts; and services to persons with disabilities. Partnership members 
were Paterson Public Schools, Boys and Girls Clubs, Girl Scouts, Rutgers 
Cooperative Extension, Police Athletic League, HOPE Worldwide, Paterson 
Housing Authority, City of Paterson Department of Human Resources1 
Recreation, Hyacinth Foundation, YMCA, St. Joseph's Hospital, and the NJ 
Community Corporation. 
Summary of the Correlates of Achievement 
Correlates of achievement (Barton, 2003) suggest quality in educational 
programming. This summary of the correlates of achievement present in PEP-21 are 
indicated by category (See Table 3.). Statements regarding the elements within each 
category are made to demonstrate the quality of PEP-21. 
Teaching and learning. The PEP-21 curriculum was rigorous and emphasized 
language arts and mathematics, the primary subjects tested by NJ ASK. Initially, Plato 
Learning provided the math curriculum and evaluated that component through pre- and 
posttesting. It was found to be effective. 
All teachers who participated as staff in PEP-21 were experienced teachers who 
taught at the schools where the program was provided. Each teacher was monitored for 
performance-for example, working closely with the children, supervising them, and 
monitoring their homework and new lessons, and teachers who did not perform 
satisfactorily were fired on the spot. Coordinators were appointed, and they kept a keen 
eye on the clusters for which they were responsible. Teacher attendance was excellent, as 
teachers were eager to earn $33 per hour for 3 hours per day for 4 days per week from 
November 1 to March 15. Class size was limited to a teacher-student ratio of 1 : 15, much 
better than during the school day when elementary school class sizes can be as high as 30 
students or more. 
Technology was an important component of PEP-21. Computers were available to 
aid instruction and for play to generate interest in technology for children who were 
unlikely to have it at home. The Plato program was conducted using Play Station game 
systems. A technology coordiiator was available 2 hours per day to facilitate the use of 
the computer programs and to ensure that the computers worked reliably. 
Learning environment. The PEP-21 program allowed students to remain at 
school in a safe, well-supervised, fun environment. The program was well-staffed with 
coordinators, teachers, and high school student tutors. Additional safety was monitored 
through a sign-idsign-out policy where a parent or guardian was required to pick the 
child up at the end of the day. This requirement had the additional benefit of enabling 
staff and parents to interact on a regular basis regarding the child's progress. Parents also 
reported that they felt their children were safe while attending PEP-2 1. 
Development environment. Two of the elements in this category of the 
correlates of achievement-weight at birth and lead in the environment-were not 
monitored by PEP-21. The third element-hunger and nutrition-was addressed through 
daily nutritious snacks provided to all participants. In addition, schools in Paterson offer 
breakfast and lunch at each school through the United States Department of Agriculture's 
food programs for children from low-income families. 
The home learning connection. It is not known if parents read more to their 
children as a result of this program; however, teachers reported that participating children 
improved in all areas of learning and social interaction. Adults in PEP-21 read to and 
with children, so this element of the home learning connection was met through the 
program, not after it. Moreover, television watching was reduced, as this was not an 
option at the PEP-21 schools. Finally, parents had to be available to their children to pick 
them up from PEP-2 1 4 days per week from November 1 through March 15, forcing at 
least minimal interaction between parents and their children over a period of 4% months. 
Community. As a 21st Century Community Learning Center, PEP-21 developed 
and maintained a number of partnerships to help Paterson's neediest children. Partnership 
members included Paterson Public Schools, Boys and Girls Clubs, Girl Scouts, Rutgers 
Cooperative Extension, Police Athletic League, HOPE Worldwide, Paterson Housing 
Authority, City of Paterson Department of Human ResourceslRecreation, Hyacinth 
Foundation, YMCA, St. Joseph's Hospital, and the NJ Community Corporation. In 
addition, high school students served as tutors. This array of partners brought the 
community into the schools in a way that had never been done before. The presence of all 
these agencies let the children know that Paterson cared about them, inspiring them to try 
harder to succeed. 
Home-school connection. As already indicated, parents were required to 
participate in PEP-21. First, they had to agree in writing to allow their children to attend. 
Second, they had to pick up their children from each session-a commitment of 4 days a 
week for 4% months. In this way, parents and staffwere able to communicate regularly 
about the children, increasing the positive attention each child received. Parents reported 
in the survey that they did not feel more comfortable interacting with staff at PEP-21 than 
they did during the regular school day. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the results of the investigation into the success of PEP-21 were 
presented. First, enrollment information was provided to emphasize the nature of 
Paterson Public Schools, participating schools, and clusters. Second, attendance and 
proficiency data were offered to show the scope of the program and its testing results. 
Next, statistical analysis was conducted that indicated a high correlation between 
program attendance and test results-either proficient or not proficient. In addition, 
statistical analysis revealed significance in the difference in days of attendance in PEP-21 
of fourth-grade students who scored proficient and those who scored not proficient on the 
NJ ASK. 
Finally, a program description was presented to show how each category of the 
correlates of achievement (Barton, 2003) was impacted by PEP-21 attendance. All 
correlates of achievement that related to PEP-21 program quality indicated that the 
program was of high quality as defined by Kotloff and Korom-Djakovic (2010). Quality 
components were elicited from the PEP-21 program description, a parent satisfaction 
questionnaire, a teacher survey, the math curriculum evaluation conducted by Plato, and 
the supervisor's report of PEP-21 accomplishments. The results were then interpreted in 
terms of the following correlates of achievement and were found to be positive indicators 
of high quality programming: (a) teaching and learning, (b) the learning environment, (c) 
the development environment-nly hunger and nutrition, (d) the home learning 
connection, (e) the community, and (0 the home-school connection. In the next chapter, 
the researcher discusses the findings as they relate to the literature, forms conclusions, 
and offers recommendations for future research and practice. 
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Paterson, New Jersey was founded in the early 1790s by Alexander Hamilton and 
the Society for Use l l  Manufactures; the goal was to make it an industrial city because 
Paterson had very soft water, perfect for manufacturing silk and other fine fabrics. In fact, 
Paterson became known as the "Silk City." The city grew in population over time, and by 
the 1950s, it had more than 100,000 residents and was the third largest city in the state. 
Like many cities in the late 1960s, however, Paterson suffered White flight and urban 
blight (PatersonHistory.com, n.d.). It is within the context of the Paterson of the last 
decade that this study was undertaken. 
NCLB (United States Department of Education, 2002), enacted by George W. 
Bush's administration to solve the problems of academic achievement in public schools, 
required schools to report state-mandated test data first during the 2002-2003 school year. 
States and local districts set goals for AYP, and schools that did not meet AYP had to put 
certain programs in place that were required by NCLB. In 2002-2003, Paterson Public 
Schools failed to meet AYP in 13 of its 34 (38.2%) of its elementary schools; by 2005- 
2006,90.4% of Paterson's 52 schools failed to meet AYP. The remedial after school 
program funded federally to resolve the problem at the elementary level was PEP-21. The 
current case study investigated the success of this program in solving Paterson's AYP 
problem. 
Discussion 
Two factors were identified by Kotloff and Korom-Djakovic (2010) as being 
essential for the success of after school or OST programming: (a) student participation 
over time and (b) high quality. This study evaluated those two factors through (a) PEP-21 
participant attendance and test score data and (b) analysis of correlates of achievement 
(See Table 3.). Comparisons were not made to a control group due to a lack of 
comparable data; however, within the cohort investigated, correlations were found to be 
consistently high between program participation and test score. In addition, this study 
sought to determine if the PEP-21 program met its federal-, state-, and district-mandated 
objectives. 
Participant Attendance and Test Scores 
PEP-21 operated only 2 years; Year 1 was the 2003-2004 school year and Year 2, 
2004-2005. The researcher was the administrator in charge of the program for both years. 
PEP-21 was offered after school from 3:OO-6:00 p.m., Monday-Thursday, November 1- 
March 15, when testing occurred. Possible attendance each year was 80 days for a total of 
160 possible days over 2 years. 
The test under scrutiny was NJ ASK, the state-mandated test given to all of 
Paterson's fourth-grade students annually. Because students in grades 1-8 from any of the 
16 participating schools were eligible to attend PEP-2 1, test data were gathered for the 5 
possible years, 2003-2004 through 2007-2008, that participants in PEP-21 might have 
taken NJ ASK during Grade 4. Records on 1,708 students were selected for analysis 
based on criteria that excluded students who exhibited (a) mobility shown as not being 
enrolled in Paterson for all years of the study, (b) eligibility for special education 
services, and (c) limited English proficiency. Test scores were reported as proficient or 
not proficient; attendance in PEP-21 was reported as days attended. 
The primary assumption underlying data collection was that data would be 
available to support the belief that length of time of attendance in PEP-21 is related to 
success on standardized test scores in Englishllanguage artdreading and mathematics. 
This assumption was problematic, as NJ ASK scores were recorded either as proficient or 
not proficient rather than as precise numerical scores. Lack of continuous data made it 
practically impossible to analyze in any way other than frequencies and percentages. 
Consequently, the notion of "test scores" could not be operationalized for this study. 
Murphy (2009) argued that standardized testing may not be the best way to 
measure academic achievement. For example, a student who is two grade levels behind in 
reading may advance one grade level on the test; the student is still one grade level 
behind. Has that student succeeded? On the NJ ASK, this student would be considered 
not proficient, and that determination would have a negative impact on the school's 
meeting AYP. In contrast, a student who started at grade level in reading and maintained 
that level would be considered proficient, having a positive impact on AYP. Has that 
student succeeded? What should be important, Murphy argued, is the relative change in 
the individual student. Moreover, social and creative skills are rarely measured or noted 
as elements of success for children or schools. 
Data on attendance and test scores were gathered retrospectively and reported 
three ways: (a) by total number of participants, (b) by participating school, and (c) by 
administrative cluster. Four clusters of schools were established to facilitate 
administration. Each cluster was assigned a teacher who served as coordinator whose 
responsibilities included daily interaction with the PEP-21 administrator. Each school 
was staffed by teachers from that school who were paid hourly for out-of-contract time. 
High school students were paid to tutor, and a technology specialist served all the schools 
and students. 
Attendance was high in PEP-2 1 : Students attended an average of 73.0 (91.3%) 
days out of a possible 80 days during Year 1 and 72.9 (91.1%) during Year 2. According 
to parents, their children enjoyed attending the program, and the parents felt that the 
children were safe there. 
The test results were less revealing regarding the impact of the program on 
academic achievement. During each of the 5 years under study, fourth-grade students 
who had attended PEP-21 were more likely to be proficient than not proficient on NJ 
ASK (See Table 11 .). Comparable data at the state or district level are not available for 
students who did not attend PEP-21. Teachers, through their survey, reported that 
students who attended PEP-21 improved in homework completion and other academic 
and study skills. Despite statistical significant reporting a positive relationship between 
PEP-21 attendance and proficiency on NJ ASK, the researcher suggests caution in 
interpreting the results due to the post hoc nature of data collection. 
Correlates of Achievement 
Barton (2003) described correlates of achievement as those elements that 
programs must have in order to foster academic success in children. He admitted that the 
correlates are less available to low SES children and their school districts, and not all 
correlates can be controlled by schools. The goals of the PEP-21 program were consistent 
with the elements of the categories of correlates, as shown in parentheses: (a) extend the 
school day (school safety, reading to young children, amount of television watching), (b) 
offer activities that support positive character development (student mobility), (c) 
improve socialization skills (class size, school safety, amount of television watching), (d) 
promote positive student lifestyles (rigor of the curriculum, school safety, hunger and 
nutrition, amount of television watching), (e) develop partnerships with the greater 
community outside the school (student mobility), and (f) provide daily nutrition (hunger 
and nutrition) (Calabria, 2003). The goals of PEP-21 were not defined specifically as 
instructional, yet both NCLB and the New Jersey Department of Education expected that 
such programs would include instructional components. 
The hardest element to measure of the correlates of achievement and the 
requirements of NCLB and the New Jersey Department of Education is parental 
involvement. Johnson (2008) attempted to do that and found that parents and schools are 
most often placed in adversarial positions. School district staff frequently tend to blame 
cultural differences and family structure for achievement deficits, and parents think the 
problem is with the insensitivity and discrimination their children experience at school. In 
the present study, parents expressed their satisfaction with the program and their 
involvement with it. Parents continue to be uncomfortable interacting with school 
personnel, however. 
Mandated Objectives 
PEP-21 was expected to meet the objectives required by NCLB, the New Jersey 
Department of Education, and the Paterson Public Schools Board of Education. NCLB 
(United States Department of Education, 2002) had two essential goals for supplemental 
programs: (a) meet AYP and (b) involve parents. The New Jersey and Paterson objectives 
are displayed in Table 2. 
Meeting AYP continues to be a challenge in Paterson. The achievement gap 
between racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic groups has begun to narrow across the nation; 
however, according to Janerette and Fifield (2005), laws and mandates do not prevent 
discrimination and segregation. Further, such mandates do not appear to have a 
substantial impact on academic improvement among minority children in urban schools. 
In spite of this, New Jersey's NAEP results have shown a narrowing of the achievement 
gap statewide (New Jersey Department of Education, 2007). 
To develop PEP-21 so that children might improve academically and socially, 
learning theories of Bandura's social learning theory, Vygotsky's social development 
theory and activity theory, Kolb's experiential learning theory, and Gardner's multiple 
intelligences theory were considered. This combination of theoretical underpinnings led 
to a program that fostered educational and social development among the children while 
respecting their need for individual attention, one-on-one instruction (Vygotsky, 1978), 
movement, and learning style. Children clearly wanted to attend the program, as 
evidenced by their high rate of attendance, and parents supported the program as well. 
Parent involvement was a requirement of PEP3 1 in that each child had to be picked up 
from the program by a parent or guardian each day. 
Conclusion 
The notion of accountability of schools to the tax-paying public began most 
intensely with the publication ofA Nation at Risk in 1983, and it will not go away. 
Unfortunately for teachers and students, the primary method of accountability is 
mandated standardized testing. Further, students are expected to improve each year to 
obtain certain learning goals, especially in readingllanguage arts and mathematics. The 
stress on students and teachers resulting from this testing is the material of books, 
academic treatises, and even movies. In fact, the movie "Lean on Me," recounting a 
principal's need for high school students to pass the state-mandated basic skills test, is a 
docudrama that took place at Paterson's Eastside High School in the early 1980s. 
NCLB accountability of schools is measured mainly through AYP. Consequently, 
PEP-21, created to help 16 of Paterson's elementary schools meet AYP, did indeed serve 
several purposes during its 2 years of operation. First, it provided after school care for 
nearly 2,000 children who might otherwise have spent those hours glued to the television 
set, perhaps alone and unsupervised. Second, it gave them food that they might not have 
had at home at that hour of the day. Third, it extended their daytime community beyond 
the school day in a comfortable, comforting, enjoyable environment. Fourth, PEP-21 kept 
them mentally and physically active for 3 more hours, 4 days a week, for 4% months, 
over a 2-year period. Fifth, it gave them access to community partnerships and tutors who 
were either certified teachers or high school students. Finally, it may have improved their 
chance at a score of proficient on the Grade 4 NJ ASK. 
Only in the past 10 years has public school accountability been legislated at the 
federal level, although it was inspired nearly 30 years ago by A Nation at Risk. After 
school programs did not historically have an academic purpose, nor did they necessarily 
take place in schools. Halpern (2002) reported the primary purposes of after school 
programs as (a) religious, (b) social welfare, and (c) recreational. Schools did not want to 
give their space to these programs, so other religious and social welfare organizations 
assumed responsibility for them. Programs were often segregated by race, ethnicity, 
religion, and gender. 
As society changed during and after World War 11, however, so did after school 
programs. Urban areas, in particular, became dangerous places for children when they 
were not in school. Mothers worked, children were left alone, and neighborhoods shifted 
from neighborly to dangerous (Halpern, 2002). A major focus of after school programs 
was-and is--safety for children. Title I finding, providing supplemental financial 
support to schools with high economic need, focuses on academic achievement in its after 
school programming (Henderson & Mapp, 2002). Even when the goal is academic, the 
I 
effects of an after school program may be "mediated by other child and teacher factors, 
I such as increases in the child's self-esteem and school bonding and changes in teacher 
perceptions regarding the effort and capabilities of the student" (Cosden et al., 2004, p. 
221). In addition, Chung and Hillsman (2005) linked structured after school activities 
with higher educational outcomes, improved work habits, and better social skills. 
Instructionally focused after school programs in urban areas with many low SES 
and minority children can help resolve the achievement gap experienced by African 
American and Latino children, in particular, by improving their access to social capital 
(Coleman, 1988). PEP-21 enabled students in grades 1-8 to mix with one another, helped 
teachers to get to know students other than those in their classes, and assisted parents 
with greater access to school personnel. In addition, stronger bonds were formed among 
children and between children and teachers, a finding noted by Huang et al. (2007) in 
their investigation of the L.A.'s BEST after school program. 
Paterson is a majority minority school district with more than 91% students of 
color. Paterson's students, for example, were 53.8% Hispanic and 37.6% African 
American during the first year that PEP-21 was offered. It is also a low-SES community. 
More than 60% of Paterson's students were eligible for fiee- or reduced-price lunch 
during that year. Moreover, it is well-known that many parents do not apply for this 
benefit because (a) they do not understand the forms, (b) they do not want the 
government to have any information about them, and (c) the children do not deliver the 
forms to the parents (M. E. O'Connor, retired school administrator, personal 
communication, November 23,201 1). 
Accountability, societal changes, and state and federal legislation have forced 
I 
school districts to scramble to get students to pass tests. In addition, the business of 
public schools is changing. Charter and magnet schools and school vouchers have turned 
mandated public education into a competitive marketplace. Those who do not know 
about these options, usually the lowest SES and minority parents, lose these opportunities 
for education options for their children (Hall et al., 2003). In addition, the recent 
recession that began in 2008 has left governments at every level strapped for funds. 
Schools are places where stretched local budgets are often balanced. As a result, class 
size increases, and those students legislation like NCLB set out to help become lost in the 
crowd. After school programs offer an opportunity to reach out to such children with 
individualized attention, but funding for those programs has also been cut-again. 
PEP-21 did not achieve its goals. Fourth-grade students did not appear to score 
better on NJ ASK. Schools with the highest rates of failure on NJ ASK continued that 
pattern of failure. Perhaps part of the problem was that it was a mandated quick fix; 
according to Murphy (2009), "There is no silver bullet. . . . There are no short-term 
solutions" (p. 12). PEP-21 lasted only 2 years; maybe a longer program would have 
produced better results. 
Limitations 
Although this study has implications for research and program development, 
several limitations were noted. In particular, this case study lacks generalizability to 
private schools, to other school years, to other school districts, and to other states. 
Limitations were related to the ex post facto nature of the study and the case study design 
that sought only to explore the single phenomenon of the PEP-21 program that operated 
for 2 years in Paterson, New Jersey. 
The study data posed additional limitations that were unanticipated when the 
study was designed. Data in this 38-school district are not centralized; therefore, it was 
necessary to go from school to school to search for PEP-21 student records. The complete 
siudent record accompanies each student. Further, NJ ASK results are reported to the 
district as scores; however, Paterson Public Schools recorded each student's score only as 
Projcient or Not Proficient. This created a problem in data analysis in trying to calculate 
statistical means of dichotomous rather than continuous data. Moreover, it was hoped that 
a control group of students who had not attended PEP-21 would also be available; it was 
not. As a result, data analysis was limited by the inefficiency of recordkeeping by the 
school district. 
The final limitation was the lack of forethought in program evaluation. It would 
have been helpful to know if the program goals were being met as PEP-21 moved 
forward. Moreover, because program goals were not necessarily aligned with NCLB, 
New Jersey Department of Education, and school district goals, ongoing evaluation 
would have been useful in reconfiguring program goals to match those of the finding 
sources and the stakeholders. In addition, the extent of the program, which wound up 
being limited by funding to only 2 years, further limited the ability to determine if its 
goals were met. 
Recommendations 
Making recommendations based on the present study specifically for PEP-21 is 
moot, given that the program no longer exists. The nature of ex post facto research 
enables the researcher to offer suggestions for what may have been and how the program 
should have been evaluated when it was offered. Recommendations are therefore 
presented for after school programs in general, for research, and for the City of Paterson. 
Generally, the present study may have led to more questions than answers and 
may beg for continued research. Chung and Hillsman (2005), for example, asked, "How 
are active participation in after-school activities and student outcomes linked?" (p. 20). 
The present study attempted to answer that question; however, the answer remains 
unclear. Program evaluation when the program occurs should be conducted on an 
ongoing basis to explore the link between participation and outcomes. Academic and 
other outcomes also need to be examined. 
After School Programs 
An after school program such as PEP-21 needs to begin with its evaluation 
component already in place. This was not the case for PEP-21 when it was offered. The 
evaluation should have begun with testing of each child at entry to ascertain the baseline 
for readingllanguage arts and math, the focus of the NJ ASK. This would have allowed 
for a pretest-posttest single intervention research design, with PEP-21 as the intervention. 
Any gain in achievement would have been noted at that time. Further, the correlates of 
achievement (Barton, 2003) present in the City of Paterson and its schools should have 
been determined before the inception of PEP-2 1. 
Formative evaluation relating to the activities of the program was documented by 
the researcher who administered PEP-21. Schools were selected, children were identified, 
teachers and staff were hired, the program was announced, and PEP-21 began and 
continued over the first school year, the summer, and the second school year. An attempt 
was made to determine parent and teacher satisfaction through surveys; however, these 
instruments were not pilot tested, and very few parents and teachers completed them. As 
a result, little is known about program quality or parental perception. Should Paterson 
Public Schools attempt another after school program that has student achievement as a 
goal, it should consider laying out the formative and outcome evaluation criteria and 
methodology before the program is offered. 
Evaluation of after school programs usually focuses on quality. In the case of 
PEP-21, based on the correlates of achievement as one measure of quality, the program 
was successful. Other criteria could be developed to assess after school program quality. 
Poggi (2004), for instance, identified achievement in reading, reduced adolescent 
substance abuse and crime, and improved future stability as benefits of after school 
programs. These could be used as measures of quality. 
In retrospect, PEP-21 should have been monitored from the time it was developed 
through its conclusion at the end of Year 2 when funding was discontinued. Students 
should have been pretested as a part of the entry process, and parents should have been 
asked about their intentions for their child's participation. Ongoing program evaluation 
should have been conducted by one or more evaluators assigned to the task. The 
evaluators could be internal to the district or external, funded by the program grant. This 
recommendation applies to both research and practice. If I had the opportunity to 
supervise PEP-21 again, I would begin with program evaluation plans. 
Research Recommendations 
As evidenced in the literature review, the primary means of investigating the 
success of after school programs is through the evaluation of each program. The 
researcher looks at how and why the program is established and what appear to be its 
outcomes. The evaluation reports that are published are usually of successful programs 
such as L.A.'s BEST. This produces a bias in publications and does not necessarily help 
avoid pitfalls in programming. In addition, the evaluation may not be sound research. 
Research resulting from after school programs can be either qualitative or 
quantitative. Qualitative research might consist of interviewing participants and parents 
about the value of the program. This could lead to an exploration of the social capital that 
might result from such programs. The school and local climate could be evaluated to 
determine if the after school program results in lower crime and substance use rates. 
Quantitative research would focus on measurable outcomes, usually involving both a pre- 
and a posttest. Longitudinal studies might also investigate whether children who attend 
such programs are more likely to go to college than those who do not. 
City of Paterson and Other Stakeholders 
Paterson, New Jersey is more than 200 years old and has a long history of 
transitions in population. At this time, the school district is primarily minority, and this 
has been the case for at least 40 years. In addition, SES is low, with a high proportion of 
students qualifying for free- and reduced-price lunch in every school. Children who drop 
out of Paterson's schools face a life of continued poverty, unemployment, and, 
unfortunately too often, incarceration. 
After school programs are one way to keep children occupied and safe during the 
troublesome after-school hours when children are most likely to be unsupervised. The 
City of Paterson needs to develop a database of after school programs so that children 
and their parents are readily able to access them. In a city like Paterson, such programs 
need to be free or low cost. They should provide food, physical activities, and homework 
help. One of the major positive aspects of PEP-21 was that it had many community 
partners that offered assistance to the program. With the leadership of the public schools, 
Paterson can rally together to develop more after school programs to help its children 
have a brighter future. 
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